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SUMMARY

To help determine the future of the Bibliographic Service Development
Program (BSDP), the Council on Library Resources sponsored a conference to
examine bibliographic services for library users with emphasis on their needs.
The meeting was held at Linda Hall Library in Kansas City, Missouri, on
December 14-16, 1983.

The 32 participants included invited speakers. research library admin-
istrators, foundation officers, network and computing center administrators,
library/communications school faculty, CLR board members, BSDP Program Commit-
tee members, and CLR staff. The conference thus brought together people
representing a wide range of services and users--and 32 different perspectives
on how bibliographic services ought to be improved.

The purpose of "Bibliographic Services and User Needs" was to identify
directions toward which the BSDP should move in the near future. To provide
. .background_before_the meeting, the Council distributed a paper describing the
history of the BSDP and a 1ist of issues, designed to stimulate thought on the
future of the program. The opening session was devoted to bringing the group
up to date on BSDP-related activities of CLR, the shared cataloging services--
WLN, RLG, OCLC--and the Library of Congress.

Four challenge or.discussion papers were given at the conference; four
working groups, following the themes of the papers, met later to discuss the
issues. Their collective recommendations were refined by tha entire group
into a set of priorities for Council action. L

This report consists of the recommendations of the conference, the
four discussion group reports, the four formal papers, the background paper,
and opening session summaries. It also includes the agenda of the meeting,
the set of challenge questions prepared beforehand, and a 1list of partici-
pants. :
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PRCFACE

The extension and automation of the nation's bibliographic systems
have been the most complex and, it will be finally juaged, the most cohesive
undertaking in library history. The work is not done by any means, but there
is a better understanding of the importance of this effort to a society that
is increasingly dependent on information, and the organizational structures
and skills required. for further progress are largely in place.

National Tlibraries, the pioneering bibliographic networks, many re-
search libraries and hundreds of individuals have taken part in the work thus
far. The need for productive communication among these participants and, on
occasion, for financial and organizational support was a clear requirement
from the start. The Bibliographic Service Development Program was established
to fill that need and the record of activity during the five years since 1979
provides—the-evidence-that-validates the effort: - -

But, as we noted, there is much still to be done. The emphasis thus
far has been on improving the operating performance of libraries and estab-
lishing the national and international base for bibliographic development. It
is now possible to build on these new capabilities and to turn our attention
to the needs of individual users.  The work ahead is intellectually demanding.
It is necessary to probe deeply into the relationships between the character-
istics of recorded information and the specific requirements of individuals
working in all disciplines and at all Tlevels. As the sheer quantity and.
diversity of recorded information grows, improved precision in bibliographic
systems is essential.

This present report on user needs, one in a.series of BSDP publica-
tions, suggests future program directions as seen by those who participated in
a meeting in December 1983. As usual, CLR is grateful to the participants who
took time to prepare papers and to talk with us. The record of CLR's past
work should, by now, assure those who help that we really listen. OQur future
activities will help reinforce that fact.

Warren J. Haas

~vii-
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I. INTRODUCTION

When the Council on Library Resources began its Bibliographic Service
Development Program (BSDP) in 1979, it estimated that the program's objectives
would be met in five years. For a variety of reasons that time frame has been
extended by at least two years,

The record of the program has been out]jned in "Five Years of the
Bib]iographjc Service Development Program: 1979-1983," which is feprinted as
--Appendix-A-of this rep +ti-- - - - -

To help determine what the BSDP should concentrate on in the Hear
future, the Council in.ited a group of experts %o a conference whose very
title describes the pervasive theme of the BSDP: "Bib'iographic Services and
User Needs."

>

The participants represented virtually ail groups affecting, or af-

fected by, bibliographic Servicés in the 'nited States: people representing

academic ‘and research libraries, national shared cataloging organizations,
schools of 1library science and communicatiuns, foundations, network and
computing centers, and CLR staff and BSDP Program Committee members. A 1ist

of the participants is included as Appendix D.

o Background Informaticn .

As a pr .ogue to the meeting, the Council distributed a memorandum to

each participant, including the aforémentioned BSDP historical paper and a



comprehensive list of BSDP projects, grants and contracts, and puhlications

through 1983.

for the

Also included was a 1ist of questions or issues to be used as a guide

discussions during the conference:

How useful would it be to have access to different kinds of
bibliographic data (monographs and journal citations) from a common
terminal?

Can searching the online catalog be simplified? How?

Is the search for affordable- improvements in subject access worth-
while? '

What are the problems of integrating -the online catalog into the
"wired campus"?

Are students and scholars well served by the present bibliographic
structure? .

Are there prbducts or services that should or ought to be developed
from existing bibliographic databases?

What are the barriers to unimpeded access to-bibliographic records?
How can they be breached?

What will the bibliographic requirements be at the turn of the
century? Is the present record structure adequate?

What are the short-term needs of users as they relate to records
and systems? Are their longer-term needs different?

How will institutions deal with increased costs for additional
bib];ographic services (people, equipment, telecommunications,
etc.)? _ S

What will the impact on service be of the dispersion of online
catalog access points to .all terminals capable of communicating
with the online catalog computer? What will the user training
problems be? How Wwill the 1library deal with access problems
experienced by remote users? '

What is the most effective ro]e that the BSDP can p]ay in dealing
with these issues?



The Opening Session

Challenged by tha call to help shape the future of the BSDP (and
challenged further by a heavy snowstorm falling on Ransas City), the qroup mel,
first on Wednesday evening, December 14, 1983,

After welcoming and introducing the participants, conference moderator
Lee Jones outlined the procedures of the conference and sfated its aim: "o
arrive at an agenda appropriate not only for the Council's B1b11ograph1c
Service Development Program, but for all of us in this room and for all of the
institutions represented here."

~He then characterized the "“four institutions which have labored
mightily, though not necessarily cooperatively, in the bibliographic vine-
yard:" WLN, RLG,l OCLC, and the Libréry of Congress. To focus on the
bibliographic sitﬁation today, he asked the next four speakers to summarize
the activities of their 0rganizatioﬁs during the past five years and describe
current programs.

Roderick Swartz of WLN reminded the group.fhat WLN was still on the
drawing board six years ago, but has ‘grown rapidly to over 120 members.
Today,'he said, WLN is strengthéning its p]annihg and development division and
its telecommunications division, and is. actively developing its marketing
potential. He stated that WLN is working cooperatively with its colleagues,
especially RLG and LC. |

a Richard McCoy of RLG traced the organization's history and cited
several ;tatistics, including RLG's 14.5 million records and $12.9 million
balanced budget today. Major current p}ograms, he éaid,  are in resource

sharing, collection development, and preservation, combined with the technical



support. for all three. He pointed to RLG's cooperation with ARL on the
collection dnventory conspecltus and to |1LG'S‘ work with WLN and LC on the
Forthcoming cooperaltive exchange of records, McCoy depiclted 1983-84 as a
period of stability for RLG and a tine of cooperative programs among fts 28
memher/owners and 24 othar membors.,

Rowland Brown of OCLC related th historical developments that led to
its current size: 1O million records, 180 million holdings records, a staff
of 700, and 4,800 members. He said that OCLC's change from a cooperative into
OCLC, Inc. altered the governance structure to é]low more responsiveness to
user needs. He stated that patron access will be enhanced by subject
searching next year, and pointed out OCLC's newer objectives, including the
move toward support of a microcomputer-based system, allowing users to be more
time-independent of the system.

Henriette Avram of the Library of Congress Processing Division pointed
to the 1ohg-time conflicts at LC: between automating for LC or for the
national community, and, within LCZ between the total systems approach and the
modular approach. "The Library of Congress," she stated, "has always been
involved with cooperativé projects, but automation today gives them greater
potential than ever." ‘

Avram indicated as examples tne LC involvement with RLG's Chinese/-
~Japanese/Korean ‘Project -and the Name Authority Cooberative_Project--there are
over 1 million authority records at LC--but reminded the group that "LC is not
cut - e a bibliographic utility--we muét cooperate with other libraries."

| To that end, LC has begun negotiations with OCLC, RLIN, and NLN to

accept their fecords in machine-readable form. The NUC is the only vehicle in

~-
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which all three utilities' records are hrought together in one place, she

sald,

The Linked Systems Project.

AT four  speakers  touched on - one of the conference's underlyling
themes: the 1linking of the national databases, specifically through the
BSOP's Linked Systems “Project (LSP). Swartz said that WLN supported the LSP
and intended to continue to work with the larger nationwide community, He
also saw regional potentials in the project.

McCoy spoke of the potential to provide 1inks between networks and
local integrated library systems. The L§P, he said, is an "opportunity to
create logically a national network of library bibliographic resources, and to
encourage open sharing of records across a variety of networks and among all
libraries." |

Brown said that OCLC did '"recognize that our system must be able to
link with almost any other machine and system," but wondered what the

standards of sSuch 1links should be: LSP protocols or those of some other

system. He stressed that "our system must be able to adapt to changes in the .

telecommunications system."

Avram called the LSP the most significant major activity of the last
five years. "There is being developed a» standard for LSP 1linkage," she
maintainEd.'

Lee Jones summarized tﬁe evening's activities as having established
where we are today relative to bib]iogfaphic services. The remainder of the

conference, he said, would be devoted to where we should go from here.
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The Second Day: Presentation and Apalysis

The Thursday morning session featured four challenge papers:

“Tha Acadamic Community and Bibliographic Seyrvices,”
hy Thomas Martin

"“Winliographic Aceess: Problems amnd Prospects,”
hy Douglas Ferquson

“Integrated Academic Information Systems: The Biblio~
graphic Interface," by Nina Matheson

"The Knowledge Business: Lconomic lssues of Access to
Bibliographic Information," hy Carlton Rochell,

These papers are presented as chapters [1-V of this report,

Following lunch, the conference broké up into four groups, each led by
one of the morning's speakers. The groups met all afternoon, working on the
issues raised by the cha]]que papers and the 1ist of questions provided
earlier. Each group developed several recommendations for the next morning's
session.

Thursday evening provided the opportunity for recreation with tours of

Linda Hall Library, the independent research library of science and technology .

which served as the host location for the conference.
Following dinner, Dr. William B. Ashworth, the library's consultant
for the history of science, presénted a slide discussion on "Images of Baroque

Science." By showiﬁg how illustrated title pages of 17th- and 18th-century

rare books contained allegories of scientific controversies, he traced chang-

ing perceptions of the world.



The Third Day: Synthesis

The group reassembled early on Friday to discuss its own perceptions‘
of the bibliographic world. The full group heard the recommendations of the
working sessions, which are included as chapter VI of this report.

At this point the conference was ready to focus fts atfention on
sifting through the most important recommendations and rankihg them. The
resulting list of BSDP priorities, the product of the group's consensus, is
the essence of the conference. It is presented as chapter VII of this report.

By Friday afternoon the meeting was adjourned, with one important
~exception: the BSDP Program Committee met to decide what immediate steps to
take on the conference's recommendations.

Thus the Council moved to transform tﬁe collective thoughts of a
&iverse‘ group of people .into action aimed at eliminating the gap between
bibliographic services and user needs-~and to work to fu]fifl the goals of the

Bibliographic Service Development Program in the near future.
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II. THE ACADEMIC COMMUNITY AND BIBLIOGRAPHIC SERVICES

Thomas H. Martin, Syracuse University

One of the things I need to tell you right away is that I speak as a
library user rather than as a librarian. My background is in mathematics,
law, computer science, and communication. .I am coordinator of' a masters
program in Information Resources Management at Syracuse, but I don't have any
lforma] training in library science and have never worked in a 1ibrafy. My
approach is that of a searcher wanting to make sure libraries continue to
serve faculty and student needs.

| In thinking about the futﬁre of 1ibrar{e§, one must consider both
constancies and changes. First let us consider constancies. Part of my
training in ‘communication is in how people use and are stimulated by media.
The library is one of those media, and»peop]e‘s reactions are often to the
medium itseif rather thanvto the content. Even before using academic librar-
ies the first time, people have.feelings and expectations about what happens
in a Tlibrary--the pleasure of discovering that somebody is writing about
things you are interested in, the excitement of finding in a few minutes that
the world's know]edge can be at your fingertips, or the relaxation of sitting
down and thumbing through ‘a magazine. PeopTe come to libraries expecting that
experiences will bev1ike they were before, and I think that most academics
hope that this will continue.

The studies of how people”ﬁ;e Tibraries suggest that media habits are

regular and only change gradually over the years. Library users tend to be

14



extremely active and literate people. I do not know of specific studies of
academ{c library users, but public library hse tends to taper off as people
get oider. This may be due to physical mobility difficulties, feelings that
one is already tied into the proper information networks, or perhaps an
unwillingness to start right from the beginning again. For young users who
still are open and active, library use may be one of the ways of gaining
access to new fields of knoWledge.

From my reading of the literature, most people tend to be very
satisfied with libraries. Perhaps those who do not get‘satisfactibn out of
libraries stop using them before they get to co]]egé. Howéver, some of the
satisfaction may come from how people tend to use information.

Information use is much better described by -a stimulation model than
by a seeking model. People are more likely to bumﬁ into things they didn't
know were there than intentionally look for things they already know about.
Through their habits of going through the stacks, how they thumb through the
catalog, they run into things.even though they caﬁ't tell you exactly what
they were looking for.

The other side of this is that they are very often unaware of all the
'thingsAthey could have found but didn't. Studies of how people are using
oniine search systems show a tremendous satisfaction with very poor recq]l.
The consequence is.that people may be blissfully ignorant. I think the people
who very often. Become the most dissatisfied are those who move from one
library to another and suddenly find that things that were 5va11ab1e in the

first library are not available in the second. You find dissatisfaction in

- 10 -



the early days there, but as time passes they get used to tne new library and
Mfé;g;t toﬂéatisfacfion;

Now, I don't want to sound like I don't know what is going on, because
I know that library staffs are constantly encountering frustrated people.
These are the people who in fact are searching for something that isn't there.
It may be something that hasn't been ordered by the library, that has been
checked out by sdmeone else; or that may not be in the proper location cn the
shelves. Then they are aware of barriers and often overgeneralize, claiming
that "nothing is ever in the library when I want it." . ”

Théée are just a few of the "constancies" that people experience in
libraries--browsing, being surprised, gaining acr: . reading, noticing ab-
sences, or perhaps enjoying the building. -

Now let us turn to changes. We are in a very unusual period in
history. I suppose it doesn't need to be said, but resources, espetia]]y in
the United States, are getting scarce. We are also experiencing a fantastic.
increase in demand for éomputing. I happen to be. chairman of the Computing
Resources Committee for thé University Senate at Syracuse, and we -are trying
to figure out how to quad;uple the amount of money going toward computing over
the next ten years. Even if we can do that, we expect phaf the quality of
service will be degraded because so much demand will be unmet.

Universities are faced wWith the "demographic fact that ' the Zero _
. Population Growth peopie were successful. There are not a lot of new hodies .
who are going to be paying tuition. There are also a lot of middle-aged
faculty who have tenure and will be expecting ;a]ary increases. The conse-

quence of these trends is that resources are very tight, and that academic

-11 -
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plaﬁners have to figure out who %s going to be cut back. [ am afraid that if
we just keep pointing'out how satisf%ed library users are and do not organize
an articulate support group that will fight, library budgets will continue to
be cut. Librarians must become active and adopt a number of strategies.

One strategy I would like to recommend is distinctiveness, or making

people aware that there are new and exciting things happening in academic -

libraries. One of the ways this ié being done right now is the excitement
generated byﬂ online public access catalogs. At Syracuse we .have an OPAC
called SULIRS (Syracuse Univeisity's Library Information Retrieval System). I
am constantly surprised that students are taking their turn at the terminals
“and ge? o) mucﬁ enjoyment playing with them, and in the process find things
that fhey hadn't realized were there. - They actually go to the stacks and -look

- for some of the things that they find. | “
I had a co]}eague'from another university who came to.Syracuse to be
interviewed for a jobvin another department. He said that everywhére he went
heAkept hear%ng about SULIRS, so I took him over to fhé-library and showed it
to him. One of my areas is human ‘interaction with computers, and I Qm very
dubious about claims thafvpeople can go up to terminals and use the system
without much training. Rather than giving a demonstration, [ asked him to see
if he could use it and I would watch. Fortunately the SULIRS staff and I had
been working for some months to be sure people could do this, éo that'in a
period of two minutes he had entered 2 query that worked--politics of
computers. I was worried that it might not, becauée'the system does nqt:drop
off " "s" and I knew that this was not iﬂ any Library of Congress subject

eading. I did suggest that he use a different search command than subject,

-12 -
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but this was the only coaching. Out came six different citations, of which he

knew fouf. He was tremendously impressed, and left with a Very positive image -

of the 1ibrary. 'He went back to a university without an online catalo¢ and

' may now have a new dissatisfaction. This is just one of th«: distinctive and

exciting uses of the online catalog.

{Ohe of the ways I.think we should use online catalogs is as retrieval
'support systems. People are now.bhecoming accustomed to going up to the
terminals and using their hands to type messages into the éystem. Why can't
this volunteered information be used to find out what people want or expect to
find in the library? How can the system help them decide whether or not it is
worthwhile to continue on into the stacks? ‘

‘One of the things that ﬁeeds to be there in the terminal display_is
whether or not the book will be on the shelf. It should show whether the book
is on reserve for a course, whether or not it is checked out and when it wi]]l
be-returned, or if it has been ordered by‘the library but is still jn process.
We ought to go to the next step and let them ask for interlibrary loan, put a
hold on the book, or perhaps point out that a bookjshou]d be ordered, provided

that sufficient identifying information is entered by the user. Perhaps the

| .user should be able to pinpoint particular items that look interesting so he

can get a printout to carry to the stacks. If all this is done rigﬁt, the
library staff will have‘a rich<source of information abqut the books in which
library users show an interest. Perhaps this information will be pf-more use
to acquisitions than what is available thfdugh the record of what is checked
out. Anotﬁer jdea for the cata]oé as a retrieval support system is that users

might appreciate getting some sort of feeling about how frequently particular

- 13 -
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books circulate. People are often interested in finding out what other
library users are checking out. Thesc are just a few of many possible ways
that the online catalog can facilitate communication between users and library
staff.

I do .not want to give the impression that everything will be better if
only computers are used. I was involved in the design of SPIRES at Stanford
and was involved in early discussions between designers of many systems;ebout
how interactive search systems would lead to users doing their own searching.
Searching turned out to be challenging, and a whole: new professional--the
intermediary--emerged to simplify searching for end users.

Christine Borgman has just completed her dissertation at Stanford,
taking Stanford students and trying to get them to use Boolean ldgicJ to
formulate quefies They tended not to do very well; even students who had
taken courses in logic had d1ff1cu]t1es The people who had- the hardest time
- tended to come from the arts and humanities--that is, the heaviest users of
libraries. Consider carefully: what are we doing if ‘tne most loyal of
library users find the online catalog to be a hindrance blocking their use of
libraries? I think that-we have a long way to go in simplifying interfaces,
and am quite sure we can do much better than trying to teach everybody Boolean
logic. We cannot “solve" -the Boolean difficulty by 1eaving out- any logical
capability, as some designers have. There has to be some way to elaborate
upon a query and/or to make it more restr1ct1ve

For examp]e, in stud1es I have been conduct1ng at Syracuse regard1ng '
the types of quer1es peop]e enter into the system, there - is a tendency for

users to get too little or too much. If they-use the command TI they try to

- 14 -




type in a whole title. This usually retrieves nothing because generally at

least one word in what théy enter is wrong. With implicit "and"ing a single’
wrong word results in zero items retrieved. If they use the gommand WD they
tend to enter a single word. Generally they get back 200 items retrieved--the
maximum a user can see at one time--and they become lost becausz they do not
know how to refihé the query. |

The online catalog being developed at Bell Labsratories (by Syracuse
graduates) lets the user enter' as many terms as he wants to, and then rank
“orders the results on the basis of how many of the words match words in the

title or subject fields of the bib]iograpﬁic citations. In this way users are
'not»penalized'for using many terms and can look at a few citations that have a
high probability of being useful. |

I am sure our users would very much like to have. the capability

available at Bel} Léboratories, but they db nbt know ébout it. Our ‘guess is

“that on]y;about 30 to 40 percent of the time are our users getfing what they
want, but whén we .ask them —abdut things,' they say things are fantaSt{c,
terrific. How can'they get so excited about a system that they can't use ve}y
well? 1 don't know. They are very satisfied and have high expectations. I
don't thjnk their high expectations will -be satisfied if we den't continue on
and make sure that they can easily.locate a number of relevant citations.

It is not at all uncommon for information systems to be designed in
ways that are not user-friendly. At a recent conferencevin’Bostoh on Human
Factors in Computihg Systems sponsored by,the ACM, a.number o% us who try'fb
promoté user friendly systems expressed our frustrat{on. John Gould cof IBM

started his talk with four design principles: 1) determine who the users are
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and whaf they are like, 2) involve representative users in\design formulation,
-3)'u§é.avprototype or simulation so the representative users can actually try
out the system,-and 4) modify the system until they can comfortably do their
tasks.- He then went on to find out how many designers ‘actually do any of
these things. He asked designers to writé out the steps they followed in
design and, out of 447 designers, about 40 percent included two or more of .
thece four steps. There-is a very deep belief that designers have in their
ability to do things properly, and they think that involving users will Jjust
mass things up. Deﬁigners tend to underestimate the diversity of users, and
the consequence is that we are getting systems that the desigﬁers can use, but
-that many other users cannot. There ig a fear among system developers that‘
iterative design will extend things too long, but if péop]e can't use a system
there is a continuing cost. The history bf bnline systems has been that
design has had to continue,many years longer than -initially planned. If we
have-learned anything, it is that designing computer s}stems SO peop]ewFan use
them easily is very difficult. It requires an iterative design process where
ideas are put into prototypes, tested out by representative users, and
revisions are made. It takes years to do it properiy; The idea that one can-
Just put a system tqgether and have people use it from.the beginning is a very
bad myth, and I hope we are not going to make .that mistake with on}iné
catalogs. _ | |
Consider another. change in the ]ibfary's situation Qhere it can show

its diétinctiveness. We are entering into a very high technology ﬁeripd of
"history,_and one of the things ‘that happens in extreme periods. is an- attempt

at counterba]ancing. Naisbitt suggests in Megatrendg that high tech is being
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‘copntenbalanced 'By "high touch." Theré are a number of us who feel that
methods for keéping’peop1e in cbntact'witﬁ’6tH€FWbEBBT€:ﬁEEthBJBEWWﬁﬁ?bVéd;'
The computer may be isolating and differentiating peép]e too much from eéch
othér.‘ One way to pull people together is to have them share in a common
centerf The library has always been a place where knowledge has been shared,
and in a 'very real sense is a commons. There are many ways in which this can
be made even more true. If you look at how people use-information, they may
start with the printed word, but they very often.go next to people they know.
‘As they are entering their terms into the -gnline catalog, they might not only
receive bibliographic citations, but a]so names of cohrses, professors, other
members of the cdmmunjty who ‘are ihteresteq in the tohic, and groups where
they can find ott"more about the topic. I‘ am not suggésting"that' we
immediately gb out and'imp1émeﬁt all of these suggestions, but we need to find
out to what extent peop]e would Jike to expand thetr séar;hes to locate human
as well as printed sources. N )

When I was a student at Stanford they were putt1ng together profiles
of thoge facu]ty who wanted toshave others know what their interests were.
People could then gét on SPIRES and séarch for people doing whét they were
interested in. One of the thingé I liked very much at Stanford was an old
circulation system in the Computer Science 1ibr$ry of having cards in the
backs of books showing who héd recént]y checked them ‘out I 1liked that
because I .could go in -and find out who was interested in th1ngs I was
interested jn; One of the things that really bothers me is when there is a
book I want that is checked-out to another ﬁerson. I would like to know who

it is so I could go talk to him so we could resolve who had the greater need.
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I would like to see how many people would be willing to have their names

people cooperating.

Another side of pulling people together is through aggregation.. One
of the values that I get ouf of iibraries is that I can sense where there is
activity in a new area. . I look at the books on'fhe shelf--if there are a
who]é bunch of new ones, and, upoh opening them to the back, I find out thdt
they are being checked out, I know something is going on. I do the same thing
in book stores, often buying the booké that other professors have ordered for
their students.. I look at the reserve lists to see what books they-consiaer
sufficiently important to have their students read. I go through course
cafa]ogs tO'seeﬁwhat new coursés are being offeredland who is teaching them.

1 am learning about my qo]]eagues in this way. It is possible to sef up
libraries and online catalogs so that one can discover where there‘is activity
and new growth. This is Vannevar Bush's Memex concept, revealing the intel-

lectual footprints of one's predééessors.ﬂ.

In conclusion, we have gone over some of the constancies and changes
that make iibraries enjoyable and offer'dpportunities for distinctiveness.
Some ways that online public access catalogs can be used are as communication
devices for connecting users to staff, and as supporf systeﬁs for _helping

uuserS“find out where things are located and for staff to find out where there
is need for change. The online catalog can also be used to help pd]] people
together, and can show where fields are growing and who are the people to get

in touch with to find out more. The library, through the online catalog, has
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the opportunity to expand and become the commons of the wired campus of

- tomorrow.
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—— ==~ III.- BIBLIOGRAPHIC ACCESS: PROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS

~ Douglas Ferguson,1 Stanford University Librarfes

Introduction

The problems and prospects for bibliographic access are important to
-each of us, and I appreciate the Council's invitation to summarize to this
distinguished group much of what you a]ready know. The career of virtually
everyone. in this room spans the era in which computers, and the changes
associated wﬁth them, Have become part of the ‘everyday serVices ofdlibraries
throqghout the nation. |

The "Progress" that.was left out of my assigned title is due-in large
measuré to the leadership provided by the group of péop]e gathered in this
room. Much of that progress has :already been summari;ed by the chief
executives of the utilities and by others who spoke last night. It is that

" progress that gives us confidence in moving forward, ihdivﬁdﬁél]y"aé"WE1T“H§‘"“
collectively, aﬁd jt is the mission pf libraries as "knowledge institutions,“}
in Daniel Boorstin's phrase, thét fmpe]s us to review and renew our agenda as
we move. _ :

The context of my remarks is tﬁé context of research library service,
but that happens to be.a limitation 6f my own backgrdund and I would not want
my remarks to be interpreted in an exclusive dr‘narrow sense.b The direction
of my remarks. is to identify what it is that.we cén do together to make that
service more_respohsivg to those whose research, schp]érship, education, and

‘ creativity it supports. The responsibility of libraries, hot only research
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libraries,. is to make available the resource of recorded public knowledge to
those who use it. The responsibility of each "generation" of librarians is to
seek better ways of making the knowledge resource a useful element in the

evolution of knowledge so that all of society may be enriched.

Bibliographic Records and the Stewardship of Kﬁow]ngg

I have been askedn to address the structural problems. that are )
characteristic of the bibliographic record systems that have evo]ved;over the
past twenty years in a pervasively electronic environment. After I .had'
accepted this' invitation and after seeing the charges of each speaker, one
reaction I had was mild despair: What more can be said that hasn't been said
before? The very phrase "bib]iograpﬁic.records" is cumbersome and suggests

the worsf in the neo]ogisﬁs of library science, management science, informa—‘
| tion science and computer science. ' o

It seemed at the time that .it would be vastly more enjoyable: to
discuss the patterns and processes.of information use and what they imply for-
designing user-oriented information systems. The joy that comes from exgminL.
ing‘modeg of information deiivery and.proposing innovative alternatives and
” extensfbﬁ§"excites the imagination. Even economic issues have an immediaté
fascihatibn, if only because we can identify with our ‘own fluctuating Eénk
balances and the gaps between ou} resourées‘and our ambitions.

But I didn't call one of my fellow speékérs and aﬁk_to swap topics,
not just because that'sbimpo1ite, but‘beéaﬁée then I would have to face.the“
problems of their fopics. It's a connectéd set of topics tha. we are ta]king

about and the order is significant. For better or worse our bibliographic -
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record systems flow %rom the creations of the researchers and writers who grow
the knowledge resource and return to it with the hot breath of hope.

Our delivery sysfems wdrk with the raw material of the records we
creaté and the knowledge to which they point. Our economic resources and the
policies and priorities surrounding them fuel our plans forczhange'and control
the pace and direcgion of that change. So I welcome the oppﬁrtunity_to join.
with you in examining both the problems of, and the prospects for, the
productioﬁ and distribution of biB]iographic records. - I've come to KanSas
City to.enjoy this meeting, integrated online bibliographic record structures
or not, and I hope you feel the same. , ]

If, for a.homent, we can detach ourselves from the current embodiment
of bibliographic itemé(in cards andidigita] records, in cata]ogsAand computer
%i]es, we can see ‘them for a moment as a singular 'social  invention.
Bibliographic records and the conceptual connecfiohs between them are symbolic
creations of the human mind that deal with the limits of human minds and seek
to extend those limits. Véry likely the earliest bib]iographfc record "sys-
htems“ were inside people's hea&s. The monks who éngw the manuscript collec-
tion by heart and the ke::pers of books in the roya]‘and afistccratic libraries
wére walking bibliographic record systems. That's. the way most of us, I
suspect, still deal with our personal ]ibfaries.

But those human catalogs -were pirt of a tihe when knowledge had a
narrow scope, when the artifacts of know]édgé’were ﬁ}ivate possessions, and
when few cau]d eifher produce them, own them, or understandlfhem. Biblio- -
graphic record systems emerged in that post-medieva] period when nature became

as important to decipher as nature's.God; when‘the number of those who sbught
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knowledge grew and when the technology for recording knowledge moved from a

. craft to a business.

It was during a period of two centuries or more that a new social
visibn grew in the minds of some, and endured. This is a vision that' the
stewardship of public recorded knowledge is an important social responsibil-
ity. It is important to the practical aims of society, to the education of
the young, and to the uses and ehTargement of know]edge itself.

What do bibliographic record sysfems have to do with {he'stewardship
of public recorded knowledge? Very simply this: bibliographic record systems
are the pathways of the mind through the store of public knowledge. We build
those pathways as;a public trust and as a professional responsibility. Where
néw pathways are needed they are cﬁéatgd. Where pathways'are outmoded they
~are renewed. Where pathways must meet other pathﬁays those connectibns are
-méde;\‘Theltaskcis never ending and the system of paths is not unified nor

sh6h1d\it be. A unified system of pathways is a dangerous thing. |

" The pathways of bibliographic records are:there to.enable us‘to care
for the contents of the knowledge store. But the singularly important thing

about the pathways is ’that they are there fof those who use and create
knowledge. Some roads must be suitable only for.maintenance crewé but few
peonle want to spénd much time traveling on ﬁorestry Service roads.

To build better pathways it helps 'to.\ynderstand something 6f the

changing ways in which knowledge is vcreated. To use the potentials of
- information technology in this task, it helps to understand some collective

characteristics of information systems. And to see where we‘might build or
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rebuild next, it helps to take a look at what we have been doing in the recent
past.

And that's what I want to do with you this morning: first, to look at
fhe evolving character of research, not . the whole picture, but some of it.
Then, to examine SOmeirelevant features. of information systems that are part
of the knowledge environment. Third, to reviev what we have been doing to
serve research by applying information technology, and then tb identify some
present limitations in our bjb]iographic record systems. Lef's begfn 7Qith

some selected features of research in America today.

The Evolving Character of the Research Enterprise

~

Résearch' libraries are the single common resource and the sing]e
common creation of the research community. Virtually everyAscholar; writer,
and researcher in eve - field of thought draws directly or indirectly on the
know]que resource, and each of these individuals adds to the continuing
creation of that knowledge resource. Indeed, the research 1ibrdry is, at its
best, dnlj a ref]ection&of that .common research enterprise.

As reseafch changes, the research library reflects and résponds,to
those  changes. Theré are several developments .in the ;éseéfch that have
particu]ar meaning for 1ibraries.and especially libraries in“highér education.
lMost 'prob1ems ‘in ‘most disciplines réquire findings and perspectives . from
several discib]ines. Few departments are without "By Courtesy" professors who
teach and -do research in other departments. Interdepartmental programs and.

seminars proliferate along with problem-focused fésearch projects and multi- -
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disciplinary institutes. Research in the sciences, social sciences, and
humanities is now typically interdisciplinary.

Second, academic research has national visibility and importance. The
post-World War II development of government-university linkages has expanded
to government-university-industrial 11‘nkages.2 These partnerships often in- .

clude groups whose members come from more than one university and from more

TN N e .

than one industrial 1Jborat6ry; 'Res;;kch ‘communication and cooperation, -re-
search support, and the expectations of research make it in every sense a
nationwide enterprise.

» Third, significant research is how characteristic not just of a few
but of many'industria1 nations. Programs of scholarly exchange, joint ven-
tures among nations, and large numbers of international students at American
universities are visible evidence of that. Research‘know1edge is internation-
al in character.

| Fourth, research is no longer just the activity of the single scholar
in the 1aborétory, office, or field setting. It ig'intertwined with graduate
and oftén undergraduate education and is a part of the lengthening process of
professional training.3 The 'graduaté student, the 'research associate, the
post-doctoral fellow, and the adjunct professdr are essential to today's
research and they are pften keys to the dua]ity of tomorrow's discoveries.
Fifth, pr%nt on paper is no longer the sole medium for recording the
resﬁ]ts of research, and graphics are ‘increasingly used to di§p]ay -and
ii]ustrate findings. Image, digital, video, and audio materials -are growing
in volume aqd importance. As’preprints, technical reports, and‘cpnference

papers have been integrated into the dissemination system as the %nitié] and
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sometimes the final stages of recording knowledge, so now are computer- |
readable data files, software programs, video tapes, and audio tapes entering
the stream, along with a variety of graphic material interspersed or associ-
ated with texts.

Finally, virtually every discipline is being affected by that mu]tﬁ-
purpose tool, the computer. Within the next decade the computer will be a‘
permanent and essential fixture of the scholar's study, the scientist's.
laboratory, and the student's classroom. . Some would say this has already

happened.

The Evolving Character of Researcﬁ Information Systems
Research information systems have been evolving along with the charac-
ter of research. The overall picture is one of growth and diversification
that need not be recounted in detail for this audience. However, the national
scene has a numbér of characteristics worth noting:
Information systems are developing in a pluralistic environment.
‘Information systems are expanding in territoriality.
Information systems are vigorously entrepreneurial.
Information sysfems a;e hand11ng mdré of the'knoﬁledge chain.
Information systeﬁs and communication systems are'one,.
' Information systems are focusing on the consumer or end user.
The p]ura11sm of the American 1nformat1on scene 1is str1k1ng]y 111us-
..trated by the 1nformat1on map produced by the Harvard -Program on Information

Resources Po]1cy.4 It depicts a multitude of interest groups or ‘“stake-

‘holders" and a bewildering variety of producers and providers in tﬁe public
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sector, the private not-for-profit sector, and the private for-profit sector.
The database segment is avsmall percentage ofé‘th1s map in terms of dollar
volume and the library segment is a minuscule two percent of all informatidn
services and products solq;

Information systems have little sense ofiterritoria]ity. For good and
sufficient reasons even the most discipline-oriented systems, as in biology,
and the ‘most mission-oriented systems, as in education, ovefWép with other
systems in content and audience.

'Thé expanding and highly competitive 'informatfon-_segment of' the
economy is vigorously entrepreneurial in identifyinglmarket needs and moving
rapidly to meet them. .New companies have produced new databases and new
products based on those databases. Some are available only in éombuter-
aécessib]e form.

"Computer procéssing, and therefore potential computer access, is
moving backward from citations to abstracts to .the original text; One:
publisher of microcomputer books in my hometown accepts manuscripts only in
computer form, and the pup]iéher supplies the computer.

While .most" information systems offgr acéess by regular phone 1ines;'
many kofhers offer access by one of the paéket switching netwdrks.v Nifh
deregd]ation and the divestiture of the. Bell System, more communication
networks can be expected. A major database service last month announced that
iﬁ will introduce its own_commﬁnication-network-in 1984.

’ "In‘éhe 1970s, when the public database segment was developing, the
major market focus was on libraries. The '1980s have seen a significant shift

to directing products, services, training, documentation, and pricing to '
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researchers and other professional users in universities, corporationﬁ, and
government organizations.

Nhi]é it may appear that I have been describing developments only in
the database service industry, each -of these features has a counterpart in
library information systems. Library information systems are pluralistic,

overTapping, increasingly entrepreneurial, conscious of electronic publishing,

7focusihg more resources on reliable communication systems, and developing

access. for the end user.

The Evolving Character of Research information Service

We have looked at some character1§t1és of the way research is
conducted, and we have 1ookeq at some characteristics Qf the way research
information systems are deye]op1ng. How 1s 'the&research'library community -
interacting with the research context and with research information systems?
The developments I “intend to highlight are not all, dr- even the most
important, developments. The cost-price spira] is clearly of immenSe signifi-
cance, as are budgét constraints and the necéss1ty to seek more effective
forms of managing human, physical, and collection resources. However, the
following develophents”havé'part1cu19r significance -for the production and‘
distribution»of bib]iographic records: u

Collection building pressures ére diverse and unremitting.

~ Collection management. is becoming necessarily collective.
Collection access is becoming more.1nter-institutiona1.
.. . Union database services are growing in size and scbpe.

Local online catalogs are moving up on institutional agendas.
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“ Local online catalogs are demonstrating clear benefits to users.

The research library community continues to strengthen the knowledge
resource’from what seems like an ever-growing stream of domestic and interna-
tional material. Increasing attention is being paid to providing biblio-
graphic control for material in digital, audio, and image formats. The work
of OCLC in developing standards for cataloging software and the work of its
‘Distinguished Visiting‘Scholéfj”Néﬁcy”01§bn; is a significant initiative.

Faced with the fact that library purchasing power is at best static,
while the demand for services and material is not, many libraries have turned
to cooperative‘collection development. One example is the RLG online conspec-
tus that provides a matrix of data assessing the squect-by—subject collection
strength of member 1ibra}ies.5 : |

Research libraries draw from a wide]j distributed network of knowledge
resdurce;. The extended réseérch library, emb;acing the contents :of many
research libraries, is becoming the essential analog of the extended research
communityﬂ Scho]ars“and research;rsn seek to interrogate and draw on the
knowiedge resourcés of several universities and__govéfnménta] and -corpqhate'
6rganizations. hDirect interrogation and direct delivery cohtribute to produc;
tivity.and‘achievémenp by saving time-and enabling scholars to examine the
know]edge resource ih their. own terms and ways. The Council -is currently
supporting one project to.Study the impact of end;user access to commercial
database; throdgh'the library.

Two other_ wei]—kndwﬁ developments are making- extended 'acceés and
‘direct access a reality for researchers .throughout the cbuntry. Librafies

have poured thé records df'_their ho]dings' intd gigantic union databases"
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covering the holdings of many libraries. These databases are complete for
some member institutions and representffhe most recent decade of documents for
most others., Terminals that can interrogate these databases stand alongside
the 1ibrarian and the reference collection in hundreds of reference services
where librarians use them to Tocate material in local and remote co]]gctions.

Drawing on -a decade or more of database creation, libraries are
creating Tocal public online catalogs, sometimes by creating the database
themselves, sometimes by drawfng on records they have entered into unjon
databases, and sometimes by a combination of the two approachés. Terminals
are now in» public -areas, stack ;areas, and other locations convenient for
1iBfary_useEs. Many sysfems are part of .a computing telecommunication network
so the 1fbrary's database can be searched from offices, 1aboratories,‘énd
dormitories and by dialup from homes and offices away fkom the university
site. | | ;

The local online catalog is extending accéss across time as well as
space. Service hours for computer systems are rohtine]y seven days a week and
-afound the clock, with scheduled downtimg measured in just a few hours a week.
The database is increasingly ayéi1ab1e when a.problem emerges into awareness,
‘rather than only when the uhiversity'can afford to staff a library service
point.

'Ther; is.another aspect -to the time dimension, in which time is saved
by pfoviding library usérs with availability status along with holding status.
The advent of computer-based circulation systems as online cata]ogs,.or in

association with online catalogs, enables the researcher to go to the site
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where a copy 1is available or to seek alternate sources when it is not

available in the local collection.

Present Limitations of Bibliographic Record Systems

The benefits of the structure we have created for p;oducing and
‘distributing bibliographic records are well known. The structure is intended
to serve the research and other information needs of the country by means of
the information systems created by Tlibraries and information organizations.
The MARC formats and'Distributioh Service, the national and regioha] utili-
ties, the regional and state service centers, and local online catalogs each
" have their limitations, but they are‘ a permanent and vital part of the
know]edée service structure of the nation.

With a decade or more of accomplishment. behind us, we are in a
position to see how that structure cah be modified. Whether and how we want .
to procéed to make thosetmodificationé is a task we may begin at this meeting.
I take it that our main task is to identify those acti?ities that have enough
mutual advantage to produce a consensus for action, and enoﬂgh mutual risk
" that hardly any of us would undertake them alone. There seem to me to be at
least five limitations: o% our bibliographic record systéhs that deservg
confinuing attention: |

- The unexploited possibilities of the MARC formats

The unexplored potential of electronic ofderiﬁg

The sé]f—contained operation of union aatabasesb
- ?he isolation of 1oca1foﬁline catalogs

The sequestering of the MARC database from library users. -
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On several occasions [ have heard Henriette Avram describe the MARC
format(s) as a "container" in which libraries can put an enormous range of
information. Various researchers have urged us to go beyond the title page in
our online cata]ogs.6

What are the possibilities for 1including more content-descriptive
information in our records? In working with machine-readable data files, for -
example, many 11£rarians and researchers have found that information on the
characteristics of a survey--its population and sampling frame, for example--
are immensely helpful fn selecting a data file for re-analysis.

In the recent CLR online catalog studies, 35 to 45 percent of
respondents wanted more content information, the- second most requested im-
provement in online cata]ogs.7 The problems include labor costs of including
additional information, the conflicts of including copyrighted information,
and the concerns of publishers and authors that access.tq the record will
substitute for use of the document. Such_prob]ems are not new to libraries
and therefdré perhaps we can take'aﬁother 1ook.

E]ectronic_ordering‘services havé been announced by several uti]itiés,
and the BISAC format hopéfu]]yrreincarnated in Z39 format indicates that,book 
vendors and utilities are ready to move.S8 Yet'electronié ook order%ng seems
basically at the level of e]éctronic mail. One Tibrary is receiving MARC
format approval records through its computer-based acduisitioﬁiéystem, but
that seems.to be an exception. Amid the differing %nterests of book vendors,
utilities, and libraries, what common interests and efforts wi]]kforge-this

link at the earliest stage in the bibliographic record chain?

- 33 -

37



The Linked Systems Project offers the potential for moving records
between major computer systems hy providing common data communications proce-
dures.9 The same procedures that allow moving records between utility com=-
puters can also be used to move records between libraries with their own
processing systems (e.g., Penn State, Northwestern) and a utility computer.
., The initial focus of the project is on the exchange of authority data, but its
potential_is clear for the exchange of cata]oé records, holdings, and location
data. The full costs are yet to be determined, but the benefits in terms of
sharing the work o% record creationl and sharing access to several union
databases argue for continued pursuit of computer-to-computer !inks between
all the utilities.

As- of today perhaps fewer than 10 perééht of the country's libraries
have on]ine cata]ogs. There is every indication that thié nuhber will
increasé to a majority of libraries within a five- to ten-year period. Yet
almost all of these, anline catalogs are isolated in both a horizontal and a"
- vertical sense. They cannot communicate with nearby catalogs that are stand-
alone catalogs of that are part of another utility. They cannot.communicate
with a union database in which their library pagticipéfes. Thus we have the
anomalous situation in which a researcher at a 1ibraryrtermina1 firsth éearches
the Tlocal détabase and, failing to find an 1t¢m, has to get up and go to a
refefence, desk where the librarian performs the same search on a union
database system.. ' é:}

Fina]iy,_]etﬂs take another 1ook‘at the MARC database. It is a daily
resource for 1ibrarians:creating bibliographic records. Reference librarians

use it to identify a work that may not be in their library's catalégwor_in any
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catalog on the union database, There is a particular part of the MARC
database that we might make availahle to our users. ['m referring to Lhe
Cataloging in Publication (CIP) records. The cataloging is often based on
proof copies of publications and is available weeks before the book 1is ir most
catalogs. If our users had access to these records, they might just be able
Lo recommend them for purchase or set up a preemptive interlibrary loan,
assuming that cooperative arrangements for loaning recent in-print material
exist. Books would get to our clientele faster and that clientele would, in

turn, become more involved in creating the collections they use,.

Concluding Comments

[ want to close with a few thoughts that don't seem to fit into any
part of what has been said so far. Some of them may be pursued .by our other
speakers.

"There is a bias in our information systems toward handling textual
materfa]. It;s,,a bias we may not be able to sustain fer long. Graphic
material is important for disciplines as diverse as arf history and city
planning. Aﬂdafabase vendor recently announced electronic delivery of full
text, but illustrations are sent to the customer by mail. 1In 1981 a National
Seience Foundation study10 admitted the importance of graphic materia] to
scientific communication but cited massive storage requirements as a barrier.
Optical disk sjstems are breaking through that barrier. But how wi]1-optica1
disk databases fit into our bibliographic record systems’ |

There is a thrust in our information systems p]ann1ng toward putting

more and more information in our databases. Retrospective conversion is the
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trend of the eighties. The result 1s massive datahases and, in some cases,

slower response time, How much 1s enough and for whom? Do we, as profession-
als, want a degrea of database coverage that 1s suitabla for only a small
portion of our clientele a small portion of the time? Ithiel de Sola Pool, fin
a recent article on "Tracking the Flow of Information," cites "extraordinary
rates of growth in the transmission of electronic information, but much lower
rates of growth in the material that people actually consume, representing the
phenomenon often labeled information overload. "1 |

As we add more information in volume and variety to our information
systems, the imperative for user-guided systems becomes stronger. Ought we to
be thinking about the possibilities of ‘“expert systems" for our online
cata]ogs?l2 Expert systems offer the promise of making explicit the problem
framework that searchers have difficulty articulating. If that ever happens,
we Will be at some kind of a breakthrough iﬁto a new dimension of interaction
.and access with our bfb]iographic record systems.

Finally, let's return to the theme of the growing knowledge base. One
of the ways in which we can more effective]y discharge our stewardship of the
knowledge resource is by renewing our own commitment to applied research.
Many significant studies conducted by OCLC's Research Department have benefit-
ed all who struggle with the problems of libraries today. The existence of
Séverallsuch units,.esgeciallx in association with groups of 1ibnahies, would
strengthen our'ability to generate ideas, to study'bo]icy issues, to evaluate

the feasibility and market viability of innovations, and to evaluate how we

conduct ‘our operations.

1]
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Footnotes

11 want to acknowledge the opportunities for thinking beyond the present,
offered by almost 15 years of work with automation and retrieval developments
at Stanford University, extending from work on BALLOTS and SPIRES and

~ subsequent work on the University Libraries Data Services Program, through

~ projects at the Research Libraries Group, to the recent implementation of an
online catalog, Socrates. The observations in this paper, however, are
~entirely my own. . -

2See for examplé Louis Robinson, "The University-Industrial Relationship,"
Perspectives in Computing, v3, no. 1 (March 1983): 4-13, - '

3Referring to Henry Taube, 1984 Nobel Laureate in Chemistry, Science (11/4/83,
p. 489) reported "His ground-breakihg work in the early 1950's on electron
transfer between dons in’ solutions was based on ideas developed while
preparing a lecture course at the University of Chicago, he said. 'I knew
nothing about coordination chemistry, and what I knew bored me silly., I
thought I should learn something about it and in preparing my lectures for
the course, I became interested...My early work in Chicago was. really based
on what I learned in preparing for that course.'"

4 %For early versions of the Harvard map see Benjam%h_M. Compaine, "Shifting
Boundaries in the Information Marketplace," in Carlton C.” Rochell, ed., An
Information Agenda for the 1980s (Chicago: American - Library Association,
1981). - . o

5Nancy E. Gwinn and Paul H. Mosher, “Coordinating-Co]]ecfion Development: . The
RLG Conspectus," College and Research Libraries, v44, no. 2 (March 1983): -
128-39. _ '

6Pauh’ne Cochrane, "Improving the Quality of Information Retrieval-Online to a~
Library Catalog..." Online, v5, no. 3, July 1981.

7Joseph'R. Matthewsf'et‘al;, Using Online Catalogs: A Nationwide Survey (New
York: Neal-Schuman, 1983).

8"BISAC' Variable Format," Information Technology and Libraries, v2, no. 2
"(June 1983): 191-210.

t

gwéyhe Davison, "The WLN/RLG/LC Linked'Syétems Project" Information Technol-
ogy and Libraries, v2, no. 1 (March 1983): 34-35. - R

'10Forecasting 1nternationa1; The Potential Influence of Social, Ecoﬁomic, Reg-
ulatory and. Technological Factors on Scientific and Technical
Communication Through 2000 AD., September 1, 1981, NTIS PB82-129917.

lllthiel de Sola Pool, "Tracking the Flow of Information," Science, v221, no.
4611 (August 12, 1983): 609-13. -
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IV. INTEGRATED ACADEMIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS:
THE BIBLIOGRAPHIC INTERFACE

Nina W. Matheson, Plann1ng Office,
National Library of Medicine
Through its IAIMS 1n1t1at1ve--the acronym [AIMS stands for Integrated
Academ1c Information Management Systems--the NLM is sponsor1ng the development .
of several prototype systems that integrate library-imanaged information Sys-
tems and the information Structure of the a;édemic medical center.
‘ This is aqﬁther NLM program 1ikefy to have far-reachin; effects, for.
°whi;h Marty Cummings can take credit. It is a bold and somewhat risky step

beyond the integﬁalion of files within a library or the,  linkage of databases

between libraries. The IAIMS focus is on the 1nst1tut1ona1 management of 1ts

1nformat1on resources and the goal is to make the use of library databases
‘1ntegra1 to local institutional databases and networks.

The first phase'of;NLMiéupport is institution-wide Strategic-plénﬁing
to-involve a broad spectrum of - campus interests in the process of assessing
institutional information resource requirements neede& to support acédemic
‘aims over the next decade. The emergent.plans will be two-part. The first
part will conceptuaiiie how information databases may be used in the academic’
ente}prise. The second part will consist: of an operational plan for the
development of a prototype IAIMS in which the 11brary will play a central
role.

The first IAIMS awards were made to the medical centers of Columbia
.University, Georgetown University, the University of Maryland, and the Univer-

©

sity of thh. These are the first of an apparent]y growing number of major
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academic institutions where the senior management fs beginning to recognize‘
that information is the fourtﬁ hajor organizational resource that they must
manage, along with people, faci]ities,‘and financial resources.

Even if the NLM program produces only some of the desired effects, we
may see the beginning of a redefinitibn of the roles and purposes of héa]th
sciences libraries. Over the next few years,}1ibraries are likely to experi-
ence enormous pressures to make rapid responses to new expectations for
technologically sophisticated information delivery sefvices, especially in
science and medicine. To meet these demands on the resources and capabilities
of libraries will require both new strategies and new resources. Both should
.f1ow from strateéic planning. |

Many institutions are developing campus-wide communications networks
through which a mu]tifude of databases and information processing needs can be
‘ met.‘ These campus‘communiéations networks will first providé common services
like word processing, electronic mail, aha access to online library catalogs.
This is the "wired campué."

They will begin;to link various databases, making them accessible for
different purposes. Later, some of these databases will ser&e to augment and
modify larger databasés. These integrated networks will ultimately become
intelligent systems that support research,<teaching, scholarship, services,
and the manaéement functions of the academic center.

Thefe are no integrated systems of the kind envisioned, and it may
take close to a decade to reach the point where the scholarly or academic
record and working files can be melded. We have not more than a dozen years'

experience to guide us in developing them. Little hard data is available, jn
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part becéuse of the speed of the revolving door of change.

Enough evidence is available, however, to sdggest how the elective use
of databases may change in the near term. As users gain experience with
online databases, they will expect increasingly more intelligence, more
extensive scope and coverage, more specificity and immediacy, and more supple
systems. In the next few years I wouid expect campus informatioﬁ system users
to make at least four demands from online library files:

1. They will expeﬁt online bibliographic files to provide access to
the full resources‘ of the 1library, not only .the monographic
titles, in a consistent fashion, and to depths beyond titles.

2. They will want online fi]es}that‘show re]ationships of 1library
materials to the educational missjon of the institutioﬁ and that .
serve as a tool for both teaching and independent ]earnihg.

3. They will want én]ine files that are intelligent and discriminat-
ing, or that at least assist the. uéér to méke‘ inte]iigent

. discriminations as tor the quality and value of a work the
bibliographic data describes.

4. They will expect online files to extend every available resoqrde

-to the user via communications channé]s rather than requiring thé
user to physically find information.

Each of these four expectations has ‘serious implications for 16ca1
library database management. Hhether the modification of generic biblio-
graphic records can assist Tlocal libraries to respond to the demand is

unc lear.

Let us examine each of these four expectations in a bit more detail.
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First, "Online bibliographic files should-proVide access to thevfull
resources of the library, not_oﬁ]y the monographic records or the databases
that'the.library owns or participates in."

Some health sciences libraries are beginningvto reseond to the need to
expand bibliographic access to their resources. For exémp]e, the University
of California- system health sciences libraries are proposing that MEDLARS
tapes become available as a pakt of MELVYL. The Georgetown Medical Center
Library has “developed MINI-MEDLINE. In MINI-MEDLINE the portion of the
MEDLINE file that provides access to Georgetown's core journal collection is
loaded into the local online catalog, a]lowing immediate uﬁrestricted search-
~ing. The} are also experimenting with'the integration of a drug information
database. R | | _
It is obvious that adding subsets of files like SUPERINDEX (the index
to'indexes of-monographs pubiisﬁed by 20.$ci-tech publishers), BIQéIS, and
"various other science, education, and sociaT science files would, méke a
judiciously chosen collection a much more powerful resource. It may be that
health sciences libraries can move more easily into bibliographic integration
because of common indexing of both . monograph and.journal artic]es~hnder MESH
headings. Were academic libraries to move in this difectien, considerable
effort in subject heading development and reconciliation would be needed., The
principal policy question might be ‘phrased this way: Will it serve the
Jinstitutioﬁ's mission -best to do a kind of intensive farming, that is, to
provide multiple access"points to a ‘smaller group of information resources--an
orgénizing principle of specialized libraries and information centers? If it

is, the importation of selected databases must begin.

~“
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' u~——¥whiie:the:seaeehing:oﬁfonline:indexeszuasza:noxeizuse:oﬁziechnologiesT:::::::——
the provision of service as a fee-for-service ]uxury may have been defensible.
As on]ine files take their place as fundamenta] access tools, rep]acing print
verSions, then uniting the monographic and serial indexing databases becomes
an education policy issue, not a resource(a]]ocation issue. By continuing to
ﬁmake external databases =~vailable only to the more affluent, we not only
support_a twontrack academic experience, but we seriously Timit the library's
database utility and effective]y restrain access' to the library's most
current, most’expensiv e, and most . extensive portion of the coilections

‘The second expectation is for “Online files that show re]ationships of
the library's materials to the educafional mission of the institution, and
that serve as a}too],for both teaching and:independent”1earninga" A recent
CLR study showed us that online bibliographic fiie users are looking for
,information, not for specific books by author or title. That need for
information is likely to be related to a specific and immediate education- or
work-related activity or process. | )

Lioraries will need to add local information to their online databases
if they are c]eaniy to relate the collections to the academic mission. Such
lTocal informaticn need not entail, necessarily, de novo data co]]ectionﬂl For
example, achisitions>decisions are normally made in response to criteria that
could be~added to the!puolic files, containing.such information as level of
collection development, course relevance, facu]ty)staff'recommendations,/or
‘objective review sources. Many course sy]]abi represent a distillation of

information sources that could be keyed to the database
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In the longer kﬁn; 1ibrary.databases will be expected to support more
independent or adult learning needs. - fhe popu]atidn in the hear§future will
be predominantly adults. For this population, subject heading§ may be the
bésic intellectual access keys. The average>number of topica]’subjectlhead—~
ings for bot{i CATLINE and MARC records is 1.8. Ten is the average nymber of
headings in MEDLARS indexing. It may be: that increasing the number of topical
‘subject headings fér monographic recofds may be useful.

On the other hand, we know'that a]phabetica]iy-based indexing systems
‘like LCSH are less effective than hierarchical subj'ec_t headings 1like MESH for
describing a'fie]d conceptually. When Peterson attempfed to map LCSH Art and
Architecture terms into a h1erarch1ca] structure, she found significant gaps
and subject head1ng voids. |

Lack 'of a disciplinary approacﬁ to subject analysis js likely to be a
serious barrier to effective use of the bibﬁiographié file. By proQiding a
,coghitivé map‘of“a field of study, bibliographic files could be used as self.
educational tools, not only as finding devices for materials in 1ibraf§es, on
shelves, or on v1deod1sks .

The third expectation is for “"Online f11es that " are 1nte]]1gent and
diséf%h1nat1ng, or that at least assist the user to make 1nte]]1gent discrimi-
nations as to the quality and - value of ‘fhe‘ récérds.aretrieved;" Subject-
heading and keyword retrieva]lére a far cry_from'even primitive know]edge-basé
prototypes. It can be argued that our current‘approaches fojdatabase dévé]ob-
ment resolutely ignore an issue that must be faced, esﬁecia]ly as we approach
the ability to store the world's information base in, é ré]ativéfy small

physical space.
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The issue art1cu]ated by Kerr Nh1te of the Rockefe]]er Foundat1on

needs to be taken into .account. He says:

Libraries are repositories for information that may or may
not survive the test of time and that may or may not have some
ultimate practical or even theoretical value. '

Although a computerized information system such as MEDLARS
may be suitable for certain applications, the capacity for
storing, retrieving, and transmitting all possible information

- bearing on questions...is of trivial importance compared to the:
. task of obtaining credible answers themselves. Where resources
are in short supply they should be used for obta1n1ng answers to
important questions rather than for process1ng information of
dubious or ephemeral va]ue ; '

In other words, some value, some significant. content, and some
1nte]11gence in the storage, retr1eva1, and’ d1sp1ay of data are essential to

Just1fy further b1b11ograph1c database deve]opment

Early users of MEDLINE were frustrated by. the 1ong, und1fferent1ated
lists of 1tems regurgitated by the system unt11 techniques for sort1ng and
~order1ng.output were made available. The problem for monographic retrieval
ts, of course, intensified by the limited number of headings ‘and the general
coarseness of their filter ability. |

You may be amused by this true story. At.the Lﬁbrary'of'Congress,
while using':the card catalog, my husband; saw - some kids at the SCORPI0
termina]s, busily typing away. Across a gu]f of 40 years he regarded them
ben1gn1y and envied their easy fam1|1ar1ty w1th the new techno]ogy He?-;
thought 1t charming that they were helping one another out. Then he wondered.
why bibliographic entries seemed so entertaining. On closer surveillance he“'
found they had discovered the latest video game: find'the heading with the

~wost postings. When he walked away the winner had found a heading with more .
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than 37,000 postings. Then 1 guess they found "U.S.--History" and hit the
Jackpot as Henriette to]d'us last night. ' |

I suggest that even 10 is én overload. The rule of thumb in the
health sciences is three or four "good articles." As we heard last night, the’
number of records in our system is awesome. It is also awesome that we seem
to give the naive user no help ih'se1ecting from that mass.

The fourth expectation is for "Online files that extend every avail-
able resource to the user vi& communicaf.ions Channe1§, rather than requiring-
the user to go to the information." This,“of-course,'in its 1ong;range goal,
is the provisiqn of  text retrieval. This capability is presently fairly
limited, and in online mode is very expensive. Furthermore, present vérsions
of online journ&]s,'textbodks, and encyclopedias’ are primarily replacement
media. The scfeen provides replicas of printed pages. Words on these bages
may be'high1ighted or underlined, but the computer is used basically as a pagé
" turner. This is the same pitfall that early CAIléystems fell into and have
yet to recover from. h | =

It is likely to be a while before intelligent knowledge bases become
;avai1ab1e, partly because they 'are now so labor-intensive to produce,' and
partly because of the still limited state of the art in artificia] intelli-
gence)research.  R v V

"~ In the meantime, library systems need to respond to existing work
habité and requirements of students and faculty. If they do so, they might
‘find a broader conétituency. Studies of academic libraries consistently show
that a high peréentage of students, somewhere between 10.8 perceﬁt and 63

percent, do not make use of library facilities:. The number of part-time
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students and faculty is increasing. They, as well as students and facuity
from professidna] s€hools, are known to register very low 1ibrary use.

This is not to say that they do not read or use 11brary mater1a1s. In
fact data show that/ they use libraries that are conven1ent, or known to have
mater1a] of - re]evance to them. Until online text retrieval is widely avail-
able and accessible through normal academic  communications channels, tqd]s )
that help inquirers to browse and shop for convenient local sources of
information related to their academic needs are increasingly 1mportant

A related function is to be able to switch ‘the- user to many different
files on- the'Jcampus, for information _o;. for help. Campus' communication
netWorks will most certainly need. a directdry of databases . Some hea]th
sciences 11brar1es are already beginning to .explore aspects of this 1ssue'
 Georgetown Medical Center Library, for example, plans to use data from their
bstrategic planning self-studies as the foundation for such a datahase;

.‘Current1y our bib]ioghaphic systems are broadcast messages: files
aimed at the.broadest audience to meet the broadest need7 In bui]ding large
networks that will "u1timate1y‘provide, woh]dwide, more information to more
people than ever before about what has been published and where materials are
located," a quotat1on from Lee Jones -about a BSDP goal, we must ask ourse]ves
whether "more" of the same is what is needed.

The trend in the media.is away from broadcasting, or appealing to the
greatest mass of ‘recipients, -and toward narrowcast1ng,“ that is, special
1nterest programm1ng for 1dent1f1ab1e market segments. I suspect that is what

we will confront as campus communications networks evo]ve through "broadcast—
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Arg" of what has always been in manual forms, to "narrowcasting" of what the
technolagﬁes now allow us to do that had never been done before._

A last thought: I -tend to think that form follows function for

- bibliographic architecture as well as for architectural design, because the

answers.to many of the thought issues Lee has given us are conditioned by the

~ functional uses, and because Qe have bare]y,bégun<to:exp10re'd}_ekploit the

usés of the existing generic bibliographic record by users. I hobé we Kkeep

testing the product, its quality, packaging, and delivery as a way to

understand the strengths and.weaknesses of the structure.
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V. THE KNOWLEDGE BUSINESS: :
ECONOMIC ISSUES OF ACCESS TO BIBLIOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

Carlton Rochell, New York University

Ogden Nash once wrote, "Certainly there are lots of things in life
that money won't buy, but it's very fdnny—-have you_éver tried to buy them
without money?" Most of us have been taught that kﬁow]edge is -one of those
things money can't buy. ABqt when you consider.the cost of tuition, journals,
books, reference materiéfs, and the new electronic media, you rea]ize'that we
do” indeed buy know]edgé. To some extent{ we always héVe. And the difference
.today is one of cost--not kind. .

| There have always beeﬁ thosé who could ﬁot afford to pay the price of
khoW]edge. And they have trad1t1ona11y turned to libraries, for one of our
missions has been to prov1de free access to information. Today, that mission
ﬂ‘seems jmperiled, for librarians are asking if we can continde to piay this
~role in the new information ége,.if we can supply‘aness not only to books gnd
periodicéls but to all the sources of<informa£ion today's technology is making
avai]able—;technology that we are hard-pressed to éfford.

Nhat this technology is creating is a knowledge 1ndustry. And.what we

must determ1ne-—and determine qu1ck1y——1s Just what role 11brar1es should and.

can p]ay(1n this industry. Or, as I would prefer to state the issue: How can
we shstain our tradijiohé] roie in this new environment?

It is an environment in which the most powerfu] players of the moment
appear to be the database vendors: the ‘public, quasi-public, and private

developers of databases.
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fn this conference we have focused primarily on our own quasi-public
.b1b1iogr§phic dataBases, those deve]opedfby—Jiﬁpany=ge$wonksyzﬂcLC;:RLGF:and
WLN, and on the public database of the Library of Congress.
| 'Bﬁt these bibliographic databases occupy a small cornek‘of the new
world of electronic networks, in which the fastest-growing elements are
commércia] information services 1like The Source and CompuServé, govgrnment
databases, and the growing number of pub]ishef§'hda£abdses and specialized
services. ‘

It is ﬁard]y sufhkising, since we now have a knowledge industry, that
the concept of "information as a commodity" should have gained such currency.

Now; the truth is that informatioa has always been ~somewhat of a
‘commodity. Publishers have been selling it for quite a number of years. Yet'

we have tended to think of information as free, to allow that books were

4

private property while their contents were'somehow public property. At least

we have acted that way.

~ But even_if we think of information as "free,"‘we are used to pﬁying
for its transmission in forms that p]éase us or are convenient to use. .fhat's
why we buy books, magazines, and specialized journals. And already some
“information oh]y exists in a form_we must pay for, like the contents . of
certain newsletters. .
The commodification of information may begin with payment for trans-
mission in a particular format, but it doesn't end there.
As more and more information becomes available thréugh bibliographic
databases and document delivery networks, 1e.ss will be available in other

forms. In time, we will no Tlonger be paying for the transmission of

- 50 -

94 .



information.' We will be paying for information itse]f;.in thé only form wé
can find it. 'And it-will no longer.be the specialized prbdqcts of newsletters
to whiﬁh.free access is denied.

Let's look at a concrete example of the commodification of iﬁforma-
tion. Until now, all the findings of the nation's decennial census were
ayai]ab]e in print. You cou]dlget-hold of . the bound volumes-in any federal
document depository. But much of what the 1980 census uncovered exists only
in computer files. It is available, all right, but there is no way to get at
it except by computer--and there ére damn few places where the computer time
is free.

‘John R. U. Page has gone-éven further .in explaining how technology
will alter the economjcs of 'access to information. We now pay-sfor the
processes by which "the computer and retrieval system se]eqts only relevant
informatioﬁ from_the}total mass," says Page, and for the information itself.
uM&réover, Page points out, "The user is required to pay to look at ft to judge
its relevance." This he rightly identifies as "a relatively new commercial
princfp]e not so far applied in other sections of the information industry.
For example,. bookshops and booksta]];&' And, I migHt add, it is also not
applied in other industries: imagine paying for the right to look--just look
at Ford's l984.modéfs. | |

Asua cqmmdﬁity, information is unique. Information is not a private
good like a car. The owner still has it even after it's sold. Neither is it

a'commodity that exists in Timited supply. Information can be used without

being used up. Forty people can pay for connect time to the New York Times
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databank and search for information on, say, the first moon wa]k,-and that
same information will still be available %or any number of future queries.

A1l of this may cause us to wonder juct why database vendors have
established a pricing structure that tends to limit rather than expand demand.
It should make us ask if the prices libraries or their users must pay for line
charges or connect time are an equitable or economical way of dealing with
bulk purchasers of service. »

Moreover, we must recognize that if information is a commodity, then
it is not only a most peculiar -one, but i£ is not a commodity alone. It is
also ;n entitlement. This is how we in the library world have tended to view
information. And it is not a perspective we should now consider abandoning.
The idea that access to information should be governed by laws of equity and
not economics certainly came through loud and clear a£ the White House
Conference on Library and Information Services in 1979.

For us, or most of us, it remains an article of faith that people
should not have to pay for access to public information.

Here let me qucte a colleague of mine, who offers a particuiar]y
persuasive explanation of why the services that'libkaries offer are public
entitlements that serve the common good--and that must remain cost-free\in
order to do so. | )

"Libraries offer goods and services that provide external benefits to
society at large," Nancy Kranich writes. "If priced, these services wou}d
probably not be consumed at levels in line with the long-term public interest.

In conjunction with the educational process, library services provide impor-

tant collective benefits that result in increased national income, wealth, and
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social welfare. In addition, libraries offer the public the 'demand option'

to use materials should the need arise at a particular future time. Finally, -

libraries offer serviceS-tb poor and wealthy alike, thereby assuring access to
information resources on a equitable baéis.".

I might also add that there has beén a quantum leap in the amount of
information people must have to parficipate fully, as consumers or producers,
in our economy. And to be effective citizens today requires a fairly
sophistiéated undé}standing,of science and economics, and an appreciation of
other cultures.

Given‘ the public's need for information as a -tool for survival,
personal achievement, and cu]tdra] enhancement, it seems obvious that informa-

tion must be widely available. And)to insure that it is, information is best
provided on a collective basis rather than on an individual one. \

I don't imagine many of you would argue with this. But if we persist
in our .notion of meeting today's information needs and assuring equitable

access, we run squarely into the issues of cost. Who will pay for individual

access to information available only via the new technology? And that means

we must grapple with, but not, in my judgment,—nééessarily surrender to, the
notion of user fees.

It -can be -argued--and has been--that user fees amount to double
.charges, since the public pays for library service through taxes and students

- pay through tuition.

The case has also been made that "imposing user fees in libraries will

impose a kind of censorship, resu]fiqg in the:,acquisition of only those

materia]s or databases for which people are willing to pay. As Fay Blake has
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argued, "No matter what your analysis of the needs of your whole community may
reveal, no matter how useful a service may be, no matter how effectively your
library's resources can be organized to provide a service, the ultimate test
for deQe]opment of services will not be the needs of society but the ability
and desire of a relatively few individual users to pay for it."

And, let me add, since the most profitable databases available are
those in business and science, the databases that are in greatest jeopardy are
those in the humanities and. social sciences. Thus, if user fees are imposed
as fhe norm and the marketplace prevails, thé breadth of resources -available
will be radically curtailed. | .

This argument meshes well with another concern we should have about
imposing user fees for electronic services, and that is the difficulty of
drawingn the line there. We might' well be opening the door to "fee .for
service" libraries. If we demonstrate that one service can be self-
sustaining, why not-a]]uservices? Why not charge students by the number of
books they use as well.as the amount of time they spend online? These are
questions we .cannot answer philosophically.- Practical answers may become
equally difficult once we take it upon ourselves to break with our tradition

“of free access, with nominé] fees--1ike those for late returns o} inter]ibraryw
loans-~-charges bn]y as a means of assuring the availability of scarce
resources. | .

Nevertheless, there are voices today.calling loudly for user fees,
arguing that our commitment to equitab]e access is without a basis in reality.
After all, libraries serve only a small part of the nationfs pub]ic,'and mos t

)

of these users. are middle~ or upper-class. Libraries, they conclude, are
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therefore not worthy of public support--for why should the poor be taxed for a
middle-class serv1ce? To them, the hottest question now seems to be not "fee
or free" but "how much to charge."

. Indeed, one - must search diligently to find a library that has not
already skewed our basic professional philosophy when it comes to database
searching.

I believe it is too easy to ask "how much," and too few of us have
taken the time to cons1der “how e]se." Undoubtedly, 11brar1e§wmust change to
meet the demands of a wired wor]d, but they can change their teEhno]ogy, even
their methods, without changing their mission.

Libraries.benefit.the whole of society, directly and indirectly. Many
of our nation's best writers first discovered literature inside a bub]ic
library. It seems clear te me that libraries p]ay a vital role in educafing
citizens: in providing them with the option to learn; and in developing
citizens who can contribute to our culture. | 3

My colleague at NYU, economist "Larry White, argues that even if
librarijes constitute a "government service,". there is no‘ reasen why  they
should not operate on a fee basis. He points out that, indeed, fees are

levied for other gavernment services, like toll - roads or:muhieipal parking
lots. ‘ -

That is 1ndeed true. But government charges for parking space; like
feeslat municipal tennis: courts, are meant to ration limited facilities and
ones to which there are alternatives.

Many localities also charge a minimal fee for water. But what do you

suppose the reaction would be if the townfolk suddenly discovered that some of
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their néighbors were literally dying of thirst because they could not afford
to pay the local water rates. Or what if we were charged by the glass?

This is a better analogy, if a somewhat melodramatic one. And in the
case of aécess to information, the victims who are unable to f%p in because
they cannot afford the fee would not even be aware of the vital resources they
were being denied.

We ‘saw what happened not long ago when the National Library of
Medicine raised access fees to MEDLINE. Use.by doctors fell off sharp]y{l And
I shudder to thiask of what this may have cost the dectcrs concerred, or their
patients.

Of course, MEDLINE traffic pjcked up later when~the price was lowered.
But the voiume of sueries never returned to itz earlier level. \

User fees are en easy answer tn a hard question, hut they shou}d not
be used as an excuse for librarians to abandon their traditional commitments.
Instead, let's consider how else to deal with the costs of our new infofmation
systems. ' - |

-1 want us“to look closely at how we gb about automating our libraries,
what the new tochnology wil? mean in terms of acuuisitions, what benefits we
can expect to derive from the new system§ and hcw;ﬁe can best use them, and
~ how we must negotiate, both within the university and outside, For a new
undérstanding of library services and for a mere substéntia] ro1e'within the
information industry. '

tonsider first 'how management can increase the cost benefits of
ahtomation by looking at.vthe electronic library from a more systématic

perspective.
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For example, there are various levels of automation within NYU's
libraries. .Starting at the local level, we have a computerized circulation/-
reserve system, an information management system, and nowlan online catalog.
Thesensystems will communicate with each other througH a local area network.
This firSt-leve] node is connected to a regional consortiﬁm and also is
directly linked to a national network--RLG. Each level operates alone and
within a larger system.

In moving through these various levels, library administrators would
do well to remember several points. The first, so obvious it's rarely
mehtioned, is to make sure their organizations are running efficient]y-?
regardless of automation.

'SeCond,dnever jﬁmp-the gun. We all Tike to think that we're abové
?keepiné up with the Joneses," but there is an ayfu] lot of pressure to
develop something 1like an online catalog when it starts to appear that
"everybody has one but us." -But .it's unrealistic to think that we can all be "
at the same stage of deVelopment——and it just doesn't pay to try to implement
a system you're not ready for.

Library administrators must also be wise in drawing up contracts. A
good contract with a responsible vendor can be powerful insurance against the .
kinds_of technological failure that plunge you into a financial hemorrhagé and
possibly unemployment! | | f

Keeplin minq that it makes economic sense to bhdgeﬁ-for technology on
a capital basis, spreading the hardware and certain software costs over years

and providing a means to cover depreciation.
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#urther, administrators must pay attention to how the new techno]ogy
is being used by both staff and patrons. One of the best ways to drive down
costs is to recognize when and why a system or a product isn't working
effecti?e]}. :If >on1ine searches are costing too much, it might mean that
searchers are not using the system properly or that the systembitself is not
user-friendly.
| For some 1libraries, it may be useful to set search/cost parameters.
“As ‘an example, I qhote James Rice, Jr.:_ "At Westport, librarians determine
when online searching should be used in a specific situation. Then, they a]gb
determine how long it should be paid for by the library and when the patron
should begin to pay. As with traditional reference work, a line is drawn with
each'pétron as to how much individdal‘sekvice is justified or warranted.- AF
wesfﬁort, this is wusually a half hour of oﬁ]ine searching or traditional
~ ‘reference assistance. The time limit is a quideline, not a rigid rule. The
initial inquiry is free and 1ibr$rians at westporf .anticipate that most
information needs can be met within the allotted time."

While I don't agree with this model in all of its particulars,

especially its pricing structure, the: basic concept ~is sound--as long as

.
a,
o

1{brarians must remain gatgkeépers, we must be éb]e to determine when online
. searching is mandatory and when- it is unnecessary. |

One_of the hajor problems you szt éddress when dealing with online
services is choosing those database rate structdres that are most cost-
. effective. ‘As Harry Kibirige points out, this may require coordination of
‘discrete units. Kibirige writes, "In some'organizations utf]izing services

from commercial databanks, the central administration may purchase data
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communications services from Telenet, the technical library may use AT&T and
the medical center may use Tymnet when accessing the same data banks....In
such a situation," Kibirige cone1udes, "wastage of funds can be avoided by
initiating a central data communications policy and minimizing the number of
data communications vendors."

Finally, library administrators must seek support for automation from
as many sources' as possible. They must look to their 1bca1, state, and
federal government, and to foundations. And, most importantly, they must be
able to document their case to their own funding authoritaes: that their
institution and the new technology it employs will provide concrete benefits
to the community it serves. This means investing in grant'campaigns ahd-in
Tobbying. ' |

For those who may doubt the effectiveness of lobbying, let ﬁe cite an
example provided by Fay Blake: A feQ years ago, Jerry Brown--theb Governor of
California--showed up unexpected]y at a California Library Association Confer-

~ence. "A University of Ca11forn1a 11brar1an brought to his attention the
grow1ng prob]em of fees for serv1ces, got his quick acknowledgement that this
sounded elitist and undemocratic and his agreement to consider legislation for
1a1ternatives. Before'the'day was out, a proposal was -in the works for the
preparation of such 1egis1ation “An - -amendment “to .the California L1brary
Services Act is under consideration providing for a state-owned on11ne_
‘ database serv1ce that would provide to public and academ1c libraries and to
lstate agencies the most frequently used databases at a minimum charge." Now,
of course, most 1obbying-activities do not'hate such immediate payoff, but

they pay off -in the long run.
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One 1ast point on this subject. Library administrators should remem~
ber that their greatest advocates can be--and should be-~the users themselves.
When the public in general and the universify community in particular become
convinced they need new and better servites, and demand them as their right,
half of our battle will be over.

Let's assume’ that we have all been wise and diligent and first-rate
'grantsmen or grantswomen--and we all havé automated libraries. Ope of our
first concerns should be the acquisitions policies appropriate to .a network
enVironmeﬁt. As many of us already know, libraries need to re-orient them-
selves to a wér]d 16 which collecting information is of Tless concerh than
transmitting and providing access to it. |

| At the IFLA conference held this summer, Maurice vLine,' Director
" General of the. British Library Lending 4DiVis%on, explained th%s notion:
"...more and more information will be transm%tted but not recorded," he -
began. "Second]y, thé recording of information will no 1ohger be in the fixed
forﬁs to which we have been accustomed--the printed page, the gramophone disc,
the film--because electronic stores are amenable tb change. Our attitudes to
'natibna1 archives of recorded'knowlgdge will have to change; and if libraries
are not fo_have a diminishing role as information communicators, they will
;have to devote'1éss atfention to storage and more to tranémission." He adds,
aTmost.as an aside, "It will take us some tfme toTadjust to the conéept of
_recérd?d information as fluid and changeable."”
| Now, how does this hew concept cf information change our collecting
policies? First, we should try to offsef)the price of supporting technology

by canceling expensive subscriptions -to raré]y used and duplicative print
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indexes and services. What this means is that a library doesn't have to pay
up front for an index that may be used once in a year, but only for the cost
of that one specific online query. Another consequence of this new orienta-
tion to collection development may be that libraries will have to stop buying
in areas that are rarely used.

Lest anyone Jjump to the conclusion that I am urging libraries to
abandon their archival funcfion, let mé add that I would jike to see the
archival function carried qut collectively. For example, first RLG 1ibraries
and ‘now ARL Tlibraries are conducting conspectus projecté to compile a
comprehensive, subject-based assessment of their members® existing collections
and collecting practices. The projects' aih is to make each library responsi-
ble for certain areas of stréngth. The philosophical underpinning fs simple
énd sound: In today's world, access--and not ownefship--of. information is
all,

Acquisitions 1is not the only area where library 'automation will
produce net gains. The old adage “time is money" is still true, - and
technology saves both' time aﬁd money by opening up new and more efficient
lines of communication between internal departments and among various librar-
_ies. | |

Automated libraries are also less labor-intensive than libraries df
the past. At first we will only be saving hours, freeing staff from‘one chore
‘ oniy to occﬁpy them with another. But eventua]]y'we will.be able to’actually
‘reduce the size of our support staffs. The on]iné catalog, for examb]e, will

eventually eliminate the need for\c]erks to file cards. It will also reduce
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the number of staff needed to determine whether an item has been checked out
or if it has been ordered-~-that information will be readilg available online,

Until now, technology has saved us money in the "back room," but as
the volume of independent users grows there will be less demand for profes-
sional intervention, and thus we'll be saving in the "front room" as well.
But to realize these savings out front, we will need systems that are truly
user-friendly.

In time, many patrons .will be able to address reference quefies
directly to the online catalog or to terminals dedicated to bibliographic and
othér databases from éého]arlwork stations. In most cases, online searching
will be more flexible and comprehensive than manual searching.‘ rd let me
“remind those who think,qsers will find electronic searchés too cgmgl.;ated and
time-conshmiﬂg that many patrons are now overwhelmed By the enormous task of
tracking down the- appropriate print texts,- deciphering their symbols and
instructions, and weeding out just the right facts. For them, online search-
ing may well prove a blessing. ‘

In fact, almost all the questions we are. getting on Bobst's online
cata]og--BbBCAT-;are: "When will we get more records, more features? When
will we get terminals in other ]ocatiohs?" No one says "Let's go back to the
card cata]og.“

By carefully managing our organizations as techno]ody is applied, we
shdu]d' see savings in ﬁérsonne] cdsts--savings that cou]d be applied, for
examp]é, to an annual charge for database searchina and ofher new information
services. What this boils down to is uéfhg the benefits of techno]ogy-to pay

for technology.
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We should be able, if we are wise and diligent, to automate our
libraries with a minimum number of costly mistakes and the maximum amount of
outside support. We should be able to realize some savings on the trade~off
of access for acquisitions and achieve a few economies in personnel as well.

Will all of this allow us to duck the question of user fees? Of
course it won't, |

‘I believe there ére two answers to this question. The first, and more
immediate, is to recognize that simply passing on access charges to students
and faculty, while it may seem the easiest solution, ié not the best.

Instead, I propose that we pass on the problem rather than pass on the
~ bill. We do not determine how many books are needed by students of economics
or English or advertising or law. The faculty determines that. The schools
and colleges pretty much determine the level of - services they expect from the
library and, in theory, they cover the costs of these services by taxing their
students. | |

Is it really so different when databases replace books and journals?
Cannot tne schoo]s; colleges, and departments, working with the 1library,
estahlish guidelines and set standards of access, and cover the éosts as they
have always covered ]ibrafy costs--through tuition o; state appropriatjoﬁs?

. The alternative, tharging averyone for every service, is neither cost-
~efficient nor consistent with our basic philosophy. I believe we are in a
.good position to make our case. For years, I have afgued that online services
‘should be an integral! part of a library's reference department, and with good
. results. Recently, NYU's Vice President for Finance came to realize that,

philosophically, computer services--including those offered by the library--
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are now an ossential educational service for the university and that students
should no longer pay directly each time such services are neaded. Philosophi-
cally, at Tleast, the point has been made.

But there is a second answer to the question of costs, It lies in the
uses that we will make of our new systems and the role our libraries can play
in the knowledge 1industry, ways 1in which we may offset the costs of
technology, not by what we save on our old operations, but by what we earn on
some of our new ones.

Now, most studies demonstrate that academic libraries are one of the
biggest customers of commercial databases. If this 1is the case, then we
should be using our clout to convince database vendors to price their services
to libraries at flat or discount subscription rates rather than on a connect-
hour basis.

If vendors would take fhis first step, everyone--libraries, research-

ers, and vendors alike--would 'benefit. Lower fees would ' translate into

| greater volume. Jan Egeland of BRS has no argument with this. "It fs

preferable from our point of Qiew," Egeland says, "to have a smaller return
from a larger number of connect hours, "than to rely on high return from a
1imjted percentage of the total potential searching volume." :

Vendors also. can be a source of additional revenue,'for_there is a
flip side to:the 1ibrary-Vendor relationship. Richard Phillips Palmer Writés:

"For some of the services that they render, information services rely on

. libraries. They turn to libraries when they are engaged in research, document

delivery, information-on-demand, and consulting services."  According to Palm-

er, "Over half of the fee-based information services in this country belong to
o ' - . '
-4, - »
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the Specia]ALibréfies Association in order to gain access to libraries. Many
state that user charges would not be .a deterrent to their use of libraries."

It was the business side of libraries that drew the greatest attention
at akconference on library budget problems held at C.W. Post last June. The
most important contripution of the conference, in my opinion, was its emphasis
on academic libraries assuming an active role in the information industry, and
having off-campus users pay for information. '
| | This holds true when we talk not only of databasé developers and
information brokers, but also of corporations who tap into databases of
special libraries, 1like NYU's Gra&uate Business Library ~or Real Estate
Institute. If information is all in this wired world, a concept now popu]ar
in the corporate world, businesses must bé willing to pay the price--and they
are.
~ In short,'when dea]ing‘witﬁ those who recognize and treat information
as a commodity, and who use it for profit, fibrafies_must be prepared to do
the same. It seems foolhardy to give information at bargain rates to those
prepared to pay dearly for it, and theﬁ to whine that we have no choice but to
demand direct.payment from students and scholars.

.Let's take the notion of the library's business side a bit further.
If libraries are Go]d enough, they,cah do more than negotiate subscription
rates from vendors or charge information brokers for library services. They
can become befter retailers of informatio&, Leasing database, services at
subscription or discount rates, libraries could then offer search se;viceé to
- off-campus clients with no other access; This retailing would pose no more

threat to database vendors than traditional. library operations have poéed to
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conventiona]Apublishers. Furthermore, it would secure for libraries a vital,
and appropriate, role in the knowledge industry.

' As a great many speakers at the C. W. Post conference agreed, the
external marketing of online services méy be the best way to solve the
financial crises of academic libraries--and to prese}ve the public's right to
equitable access. | |

If we take the initiative and develop the capacity of our own
information services and active]y' solicit more commercial users through
aggressive marketing, we may see the library move naturally and effectively
onto and over the ninth wave into the new information age.

If we are gbing to get this transition under way, then we hiave got to
start by coming to some kind of agreement with database producers and database '
vendors.

It's " all very well to speculate about why we should get flat
subscription rates, dnd what we could do with them if.we had them, but we are-
not going to get them by complaining about how unfair the present system ig,
or by special pleading that we are such worthwhile institutions, serving in so
many ways.

We have a chance to get what we want; or part of _it, ff‘ we get
together and *i:x some collective muscle. We know how much of their services
we use. We Kxiuow how much they depend on our resources. We must make surs
that‘they know we know'it, and that we are not prepared to sit passively by .
and see vendbrs fatten while we are forced to impoée user fees.

What concerns me right now is how vital are the decisions we wil]ibe

making in the next few years. Technology is here for the long run. There is



no turning back or holding off. If 1ibrafies are going to survive, théy will
have to automate. And library admiﬁistrators wijl have £o hone their manage-
ment and fund-raising skills.

To'support'the costs of automating, libraries will have to usé local
and -national networks to the fullest and to protect the notion that those
networks and utilities that we have created, or helped to create; operate
wifhiﬁ an economic scheme that recognizes our philosophy. They will also have:
to develop the ﬁéorporate connection." This may mean charging information
brokers and retailing database services to other off-campus users. A ratjona]
economic structure may also inciude ventures with either hardware or software
firms, as well as involvement in the videotext'mérket, new technologies, and
markets not yet developed.

A1l that these suggestions change are the ways in which we support and
manage 1ibréries, not their mission. We must assume a more active role in the
knowledge industry as a means to preserve the entitlement to information,rtb

'

assure that free access is a living reality and not a dead ideal.
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE WORKING GROUPS

The four working groups met Thursday afternoon to discuss the isSues
raised by the morning's challenge papers and the previously distributed list
of questions. | :

Each group'was led by one qf the morning's speakers with the exception
of Group D, where James Govan served in place of Carlton Rochell, who had td
return to New York after his presentation that morning.

Two groups respdnded to specific questions; two groubs prepared a set
of'recommendations.é/The reports were given as the first order of business on

Friday morning, December 16.

i

5
't
i

Report from Group A

Douglas Ferguson reported that the group's highest-ranking recommenda-
tion was the interfacing or linking of the bibliographic utilities; to that
end, the group called for a careful-examinatioh of the protocols currently
being developed.

The "wired campus" concept is an area where libraries should take a .
leadership role, he said. Academic research libreries sheu]d convince univer- .

sity administrations of -the need to create such systems, with library

personnel willing to assume leadership roles.
Ferguson reported that the status of automated content analysis should
be assessed with the premise that records’ cou]d be expanded on a pragmatic

basis.
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‘Finally, the allocation of resources in reéponse to adoptihg new
technologies heeds to be examined to make sure the requirements of users
continue to be met. New patterns of resource a]]ocation'should be introduced
for collections, staffing, and facilities, including new technologies, Fer-
~guson said. , |

The members of Group A were Douglas Ferguson (discussion leader),
Larry Besant, Rowland Brown, Martin Cummings, Nancy Eatdn, Carol Ishimoto,

Lynn Magrath, Roné]d Miller, and Keith Russell.

" Report from Group B

Group B responded to specific questions. Sarah Thomas reported their
recommendations: .

ARE STUDENTS AND SCHOLARS WELL SERVED BY THE PRESENT BIBLIOGRAPHIC
STRUCTURE? Despite great strides made in increasing:bibliographic .éccesg,
further advances ‘are called for: A) the need to ensure that access to
documents keeps up with the bibliographic system, and.B) that the scholarly
community bé given an opportunity to articu]ate‘its_Bib]iographic needs and
~ concerns, rather thén‘re]ying on. bibliographic éystem designers, vendors, or
utilities to make the right assumptions. For this, librarians should educate
scholars so they can voice their needs within the context of new techho]ogy.

" Further, "librarians should conduct a series of studies to provide &ata
on user populations and use of particu]ak systems,'while focusing on qua]ii}
of service and not on quantity alone. :‘ .' , |

ARE THERE. PRODUCTS WHICH SHOULD OR OUGHT TO BE DEVELOPED FROM EXISTING
BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASES? Foremost should be the development of products to
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enhahce a 1ibrafy s abilitz to manage its cbl]ection locally, such as subject
b*b]iographies used for cooperative collection development. A]so, such bibli-
ographies wou]d be tine-saving io potential users such as scholars plann1ng to
visit an institution.

Additiona]]y, the development of downloading on microprocessdrs would
enable scholars}to create their own customized subsets of information.

WHAT'ARE THE SHORT-TERM NEEDS OF USERS AS THEY RELATE TO BIBLIOGRAPHIC
RECORDS AND SYSTEMS?V ARE THEIR LONGER-TERM NEEDS DIFFERENT? HOW? Short-term
needé: Of prime importance.is strdng support for rapid standardization of
links between bibliographic systems. Next is a system that tells users what
is available in their libraries, including location and étatus.

Longer-term needs: First, ‘the development of cooperative programs for
all_ Eeseakch libraries, such as RLG's shared collection managément and
deve]opment, shared resources, and preservat1on programs. It is important to
identify co]lect1on gaps, part1cu1ar1y in 1light of the dec11n1ng rate of
monograph acquisitions at most institutions. Connected with that would be the
establishment of a means of quality control in building quality collections.

| Finally, 1libraries shqu]d be a cohesive force in the intellectual -
process, using, for example, electronic mail to provide access .to the
"invﬁsib1e .c011ege" and drawing up "maps" sﬁowing where information is
. available. h' _ _ o
WHAT ARE&THE BARRIERS TO UNIMPEDED ACCESS TO BIBLIOGRAPHIC RECORDS?
" HOW CAN THEY BE BREACHED? Libraries should espouse the principle‘that access

to information about the existence of material and its location, through
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'bib]iogfaphic data, is an inalienable right. To deny this is intellectually
| indefensible. | |
WHAT WILL THE BIBLIOGRAPHIC REQUIREMENTS BE AT THE TURN OF THE
CENTURY? First, full text avai]abi]itJﬂA Secoﬁd, the ability to allow the
user to.énhance the bibliographic record through the addition of information.
Third, in light of changes in fhé publishing process, such as ihcreased use of
non-traditional publications, a djfferent kind of'library professionaT will be
needed: 1if not the equivalent of the teaching faculty,,then one who is well-
integrated into the academic community and able to evaluate scholarly contri-
butions. | _
~ HOW WILL INSTITUTIONS DEAL WITH INCREASED COSTSREQUIRED TO IMPLEMENT
ADDITIONAL BIBLIOGRAPHIC SERVICES? First, a cautionary note: Before embark-
ing on ma new system, the entire structure ahd possible tradeoffs shéu]dlbé _
closely examined, since the.resources for maintenance of existing systems may
compete with’kesources to develop new systems. |
Second, library directors must be fundraisers. .Th{rd, the definition
of core serQices should be expanded to. include automated services, so that
funding requirements are obvious. Additionally, libraries should detefmine
whether staff savings through automatioh ﬁay cover increased costs. Finally,
.Jibrakies should consider marketing services to secondary groups of users,
such as the business community and a]umni. |
WHAT ARE THE PROBLEMS OF INTEGRATING THE ONLINE CATALOG INTO THE
"WIRED CAMPUS"? Such connections might degrade response %ime through competi-
tion for limited resources. Also, there are potential problems in communica-

tion between the campus computer center and the library, and in questions of

’
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~authority over the operating system. Therefore, the group recommended caution
in taking such steps, and the preparation of guidelines for 1iorar1es entering
this phase of development, including training needs and staff support. .

The members of Grouo B were Thomas -Martin (discussion 1leader),
Henriette Avram: Abraham Bookstein, Charles Churchwell, Frank Grisham, Warren

J. Haas, Roderick Swartz, and Sarah Thomas.

Report from Group C

Group C also made its recommendations on an issde-by-issue_ oasis.
Patricia Molholt reported. o

| The group noted that there "appears to be a series of concentric
c1rc1es of user need levels,” where the first c1rc1e is what const1tutes the
-ideal, immediately access1b1e local cata]og and 1ts user needs; the second and
succeeding rings cons1st of as yet undeterm1ned user needs. The group
recommended that the Council begin studies to identify these user need levels.

CAN ONLINE SEARCHING BE SIMPLIFIED? HOW? It is considered to be too
~early in the deve]opment of the on11ne catalog to have w1de scale ‘standardi- °
zat1on, and s1mp11f1cat1on as such is not yet necessary. To avoid too much
diversity, however, the Council should play ‘a role in educating cata]og
designers about options and effectiveness of systems. The development of
: gu1de11nes for compat1b111ty of automated cata]ogs and other systems is a
longer-term' need. o

WHAT ARE THE PROBLEMS OF INTEGRATING THE ONLINE CATALOG INTO THE .
"WIRED CAMPUS"? There is frequent]y a d1sJuncture between campus- w1de infor-

mation or communications prob]ems and the library's role in formulating
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- splutions. Therefore the group enéouraged the Council to join with EDUCOM to
identify the issues in this area, dnd to assist university administrators in
focuéing on the importance of the Tibfary‘s role in solving such problems.

One result may be a publication similar to EDUCOM's book on strategic
planning for computer serpices.

HOW WILL THE LIBRARY DEAL WITH ACCESS PROBLEMS EXPERIENCED BY REMOTE
USERS . OF ONLINEFCATALOGS? Libraries can and shode handle access problems by
offering courses'simildp to those offered by computer centers on the use of
automated - library services, by establishing p "helpline," and-by including
help apd tutorial programs within their onTine catalogs.

'HOW WILL INSTITUTIONS DEAL WITH INCREASED COSTS REQUIRED TO IMPLEMENTl
ADDITIONAL BIBLIOGRAPHIC SERVICES? Again thé ‘group recsﬁmended “that .the
Council join with EDUCOM to encourage a reevaluation of institutional resource
allocation, with the aim of partially accommodating the growing- costs of
library automation. ,

The library needs to reorganize priorities for its 6wn resources in
.~ light of automat1on, but the y-oup was fearful of any approaches calling for
staff reductions in the near and mid-term future.

IS THE PRESENT RECORD STRUCTURE ADEQUATE? The group called for the
Council to explore methods of 1ncreas1ng bibliographic access available as a
result of electronic pubT1sh1ng. Specific areas to be examined would be the
value offproviding tables of contents, indexes, etc.

The members of Group C were Nina Matheson (discussion leader), David
Bishop, Lee Jones, Richard McCoy, Patfiéip Molholt, Basil Stuart-Stubbs, and

Fredericklwagman.
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Report from Group D

Group D was represented by John McCredie, who reported their overall
recommendations. |

A great barrier to access, he said, is the cost and pricing structure
of bibliographic acfivities The problen is how to a]]ocate resources to pay
for computing costs, espec1a11y when those resources are scarce. Where the
Council could help is in examining or creating mode]s.of 1ibréry resource
allocation or reallocation, perhaps with the assistance of EDUCOM.

The cgrrent 1fbrary models are nebulous; new models could be brought
forth. Such models should inc]ude A) the reallogcation of funds within the
library system and B) the reallocation of funds w1th1n the total organ1zat1on,
such as a university-wide model 1ncorporat1ng all information activities, he
said.

The group also called for the Council to help in f1nd1ngvnew resources
outs1de of those currently available. This may entail combining all informa-
tion groups in a'cooperative pkogram, beginning with 1library and computer
people. In conjuﬁction with that is the heed to develop-reliable industrial
support. IBM,Ifor example, is a 1ogica1 organization to approach, judging.by

its track record, but it needs to be educated about libraries.

The "micro revolution" is changing the information world,  he con-

cluded, and new soiurces and patterns of funding should be inborporated into

2

- new models

‘The members of Group D were James Govan (discussion leader), Michael

Buckland, Kaye Gapen, Marcel]a Grendler, John McCredie, and Paul Peterson.
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VII. PRIORITIES SET BY THE CONFERENCE

Following the reports of the woriing groups, Lee Jones led the»fiy
discussion that culminated in a 1ist of priorities to guide the Council in
shaping futu}e activities for the BSDP,

He pointed to "threads of commonality" among . the group réports,
especially in two topics mentiongd repeatedly: A) the reallocation of re-
.sdurces combined with the dgve]opment of new resources, and B) the linking of
the bib]iographic'utilities and systems.

The ensuing discussion brought out se?eral other recommendations:

o that the development of the wired campus be a high-ranking priority

o that subject access be assessed and imprdved, a]ongl with other
- levels of access : ’

® that scholars and users be involved actively in designing informa-
tion systems

o that the "Memex" system of scholarly work stations first proposed
by Vannevar Bush in the 1940s be reexamined, along with other
~methods of introducing technology to scholars '

. that the Council concentrate more on bringing together those groups
who could bring these steps about :

o that the Council expand its role in disseminating information‘about
these activities.

This in turn led to a- final list of priorities, ranked in the
following manner: - : S

1. Pervasive Priorities ‘
A. Lihkinghof the bibliographic utilities and their resources

B. More communication, especially by the Council, intefpreting
bibliographic developments
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2. The
A.
B.

C.

D.

The reallocation of resources
Wired-Campus
Planning for the wired campus

Evaluation of models for the integration of a]] campus 1nfor—
mation systems - ‘

The reallocation of resources for the ihp]ementation of the
organization-wide system .

The development of new resources

3. Increased User Involvement and Access

A.
B.
C.

D.

Greater involvement of scholars and other users in finding
so]utions to access- problems '

Assessment of the value and benefits of 11brar1es in the

‘electronic environment

Equality of access: unimpeded access to both information and
bibliographic information

Memex II: restudying the scholarly work stat1on in light of
new technology and systems

4. Increased Bibliographic Access

A.

Improvements in subject access and the assessment of automated
content analysis

' Multiple levels of access to databases
" Guidelines for the compatibility of online catalogs.

More effort to provide both bibliographic access and delivery

of source documents-

Lee Jones said that the list set forth clear-cut ideas for the

Counci],‘end that the next step would be to determine how best to capitalize

upon  these activites.
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~ Adjourning the Conference

To sﬁm up, Jones asked each part1c1pant for comments on ‘the “confer-
ence. A number of people called the conference smoothly run, or as Frederick
Wagman said, "well laid on. " Many remarked that it was benef1c1a] to have
such an interaction of diverse people, espec1a]]y in the smaller groups.
Several participants re1terated that the Council should publish riore,

Jim Haas noted that as of this conference, more than 500 people had
been involved in fu]fi]iing thecgoa]s of the BSDP.

The meeting broke off; the -participants disbanded; the conference
ended. The people who had come together to share, plan, and carry out mutua].
interests now departed, some into smaller groups for yet one more meeting, to
share a ride back to the airport,.to talk -about what they had Just talked
about. Some left singly, to relax, to muse;.or Jjust to go home.

All, it may be EETE-—REB had -an opportunity to- contribute to the -
future of the Bibliographic Service Deve]opment Program, and thus to the

future of information.
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v APPENDIX A
FIVE YEARS OF THE BIBLIOGRAPHIC SERVICE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM: 1979 - 1983 |
| by C. Lee Jones

This paper is an effort to characterize work carried out over the last
five years in CLR-funded grants and contracts in the area of bibliographic
services. Included are the results of work done by hundreds of jindividials,
both as consultants to CLR and in their own professional capacities. This
: statement provides a backdrop for other, more detailed program and progress
reports by considering the change that has taken place in. the bibliographic
structure of the nation during the last five years and by characterizing, year
by year, the Council's Bibliographic Service Development Program, which has
been one of the primary forces in bringing change.

Because it concentrates on issues of importance to libraries and their
users (rather than on the personal or institutional concerns that dominate
other professional or library organizations), it was appropriate to base a
major coopcrative bibliographic effort at the Council. With funding from
seven private foundations and NEH, work actually began in early 1979. While
initial estimates indicated that program objectives would be met 1in five
years, the complexity of the work to be done, a shortage of skilled
individuals available in the key dinstitutions, and a gradually expanding
agenda have combined to extend the time frame by perhaps two years. The
initial estimated cost of $6.2 million continues to appear sound.

. The environment into which the BSDP was born included three domestic
organizations competing for the shared cataloging business of the nation's
libraries. OCLC Online Computer Library Center was attempting to enlist all
types of libraries, WLN (WQshington-Library Network) to win the business of
libraries in the northwest, and RLG (Research Libraries Group) to attract the
~allegiance of the larger research libraries. To say there was conflict among
“them is to undzrstate the circumstance. The Library of Congress with its:
Network Development Office was trying to define and encourage the development
of a true national network of libraries. OCLC was certain that it ‘could and
would become the de facto national network. RLG needed to survive in order to
achieve its programmatic goals, and viewed the shared cataloging service over
which it could maintain “operational control as- critical to its continued
survival and appeal to research libraries that had not yet joined. This put
RLG and OCLC in a classic market battle that is not yet aver. ‘

~ In 1979, the principal concern of libraries in this arena was limited
to shared cataloging, although some were looking forward to other possible
services. Acquisitions systems were under development by all three shared
.cataloging services and a number of other institutions -and organizations as
well. Computer-assisted interlibrary loan services became important as soon
as they were offered, first by OCLC, then RLG and WLN. pot long after



jnterlibrary loan services achieved such marked success, online catalogs
became increasingly important to libraries. The year 1981 arked the begin-
ning of a substantial effort on the part of the ™ © to help evaluate and
establish some benchmarks for the design of online 53S.

Though the BSDP has been conceried with linking databases from the
beginning, only within the last six months or so has the value of linking
disparate systems become widely appreciated by the library community. It is
likely that once operat’ links exist among the larger systems, smaller
systems will take advar. .+ ¢ the work done and create operational links with

many other organization:.

\ . !

Through all of these years of shared cataloging, acquisitions, inter-
library loan, online catalogs, and the distributed process concept that™ leads
to thoughts of widespread linking, there has been a continuing spirit of
competition, occasional mistrust, and perhaps even some intrigue among OCLC,
RLG, and WLN. Many of these conditions remain today, though there have always
bmen signs of cooperative activity between RLG and WLN and from time to time
between OCLC and WLN and even between OCLC and RLG. All three are eager to
cooperate with the Library of Congress and do so with varying degrees of
success. In fact, if the Library of Congress had ever been mandated and

funded tc be a true "National Library," it is unlikely that a BSDP would have:

beei necessary. The funding programs that were and continue to be required
would have logically come fron: LC. But the mandate is assumed and not
delegated or funded. Hence, the Council's Bibliographic Service Development
Program.

Probably one of the most important and earliest acts of the BSDP was
the formation of a Program Committee that included the chief executive officer
of each of the shared cataloging services. Each accepted the invitation to
serve and all continue to this day. The early meetings were the only setting
they had in which to get to know one another. To the extent that progress has
been made in encouraging them to work cooperatively, one must assume that
opportunities to meet, talk with, and understand one another have had some
influence.

~ The nature of BSDP.program interests has changed over time. While the
fundamental concern of the 8SDP has always been for the needs of library
users, the first funding concerns were those focused on systems and linkages
between them. As progress became apparent in these areas, the emphasis

shifted to concerns directly related to services provided to library users, -
This shift can most easily be detected in an examination of program funding

commitments as measured by grants and contracts made in each of the five
years. : ’ ;

The year 1979 was the first year in which grants or contracts were
awarded, and nearly all funds committed during that year were allocated to

strengthening primary databases (LC's Name Authority File) and beginning the .

°
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examination of ways to link the very large databases: LC, OCLC, RLIN (RLG's
Research Library Information Network), and WLN.

In 1980, more than a quarter of committed funds were for continued
work on the 1linking problem, but, rather than attempting to establish the
strategy for 1linking, work was now funded to test an identified strategy.
Over 40 percent of program commitments were allocated for the development of
systems for exchanging authority records. BSDP commitments also were made for
analyzing and improving access to bibliographic databases, regional and
special. Most of the remaining funds (over 15 percent) went to support an
early examination of the state of online catalogs and for plans to evaluate
those already in operation.

In 1981, the work of the first two years culmivated in the largest
single-year commitment of funds for BSDP purposes: $1,824,643. Nearly half
went for the linking of LC, RLG, and WLN and the creation of a means to build
~and share a national name authority file. Just. over a third of the 1981
commitment was used for a broad-based evaluation of online catalogs and their
effects on users. A minuscule one-tenth of one percent was awarded for a very
significant study of subject access problems and opportunities--a study that
would have an. impact far broader than its costs. :

In 1982, while total grant and contract commitments shrank more. than
44 percent to 51,016,598, a substantial number of library institutions in this
country were busy working on BSDP projects funded in 1981. The overwhe Iming
majority of funds granted in 1982, over 88 percent, continued to be for
projects leading to 1inks between the authority systems of the three large
databases. But important commitments were made to develop ways to incorporate
machine-readable texts in the humanities *nto the bibliographic structure of
the country, and to deve'op software for individual scholars and students to
capture, retain, and r...equently use information from the large bibliographic
databases. A substaniial commitment was also made to examine the costs
associated with online catalogs.

So far in the current year, total dollar commitments are lower than in
any year of the program and more balanced across various program interests.
Just over 14 percent has been allocated to standards activity, 8 percent to
access to bibliographic data, 7 percent to iinking databases, 26 percent to
subject authority/subject access, 7 percent to bibliographic products and
services, 21 percent to CONSER, and 16 percent to user guidance and training.

Some program categories have received funding attention in each of the
five years of the program, for instance, standards and guides, Tlinking
bibliographic databases, and name authority projects. Access to bibliographic
data, bibliographic products and services (most often online catalogs), and
subject authority/subject access have received funds in each of the last four
years, while CONSER is a program interest that has received attention in each
of the 1last three years. The subject authority/subject access area is
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exprcted to continue to be the focus of much attention in the next year or
two, underscoring the move of BSDP interests to the user end of the spectrum.

Commitments in the area of standards and guides have been modest but
steady, recognizing the need to continue to encourage the establishment and
use of standards in the development of a nationwide activity in the interna-
tional environment, since the ultimate long-range goal is a worldwide biblio-
graphic system.

In contrast to 1979, the bibliographic structure of the country is now
much further developed. Of progress related to the BSDP, not all that has
happened is related solely to grants and contracts. Much progress can also be
traced to program-supported conferences. Over the course of the last five
years, the BSDP has convened seven carefully targeted meetings. Topics have
included 1linking, authorities, online catalogs, subject access, costs of .
online catalogs, training users of online catalogs, and online catalog design.
Two more conferences are presently scheduled, with several others in various
stages of development. In addition, there have been many less formal meetings
convened by the BSDP on an even wider range of topics.

By early 1984, the bibliographic structure of the U.5. will stili
include the three major shared cataloging services, two of which will havs
implemented online links to the Library of Congress and with eath other.
Authority records will be flowing over the links, and explorations of other
applications that might take advantage of the link will be well advanced. The
era of the integrated library system will be closer at hand, yet :till not
quite close enough to satisfy the more harsh evaluators. (An iniegrated
library system can be defined as a set of library functions, using a ¢ommon ¥
shared database, to acirieve the operational goals of the library.) The era of
distributed processing, that is, processing responsibilities passed fro~ a
central locus to remote computer/microcomputer sites, will be closer as weil.
. This will lead to a reduction in telecommunication connect time, if not actual
costs, by reducing the amount of interactive activity required betweer central
and remote sites, reduction of load on the central site, and reteatian of
Jocal control for certain functions, e.g., serial check-in and circulatios.

There are now more organizations selling library system softwars as
either complete, integrated systems EVirginia Polytechnic Institute system) or
as partial librar, support systems (Northwestern's NOTIS, Washington Library
Network's system sold by Biblio-Techniques as BLIS, and many others). Each of
these systems will need to evaluate how useful the telecommunication protocois
being developed, implemented, and tested in the Linked Systems Project mig':
be for-their purposes. It is likely that the BSDP will be involved in Such
evaluations. '

There are probably more than 300 libraries of all kinds that now have
online catalogs, and many others that are planning for them or actively
evaluating the many online catalog options on th: market. While the first
online catalogs were frequently offshoots of circulation systems, libraries
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now shop for online catalogs that will also support circulatioi systems. It
is likely that as interinstitutional Cooperation begins to be a matter of
' routine operation, these systems will be required to access others for
purposes of bibliographic identification and ordering (interlibrary loan or
purchase).

The library bibliographic world has changed in the last five years and
the BSDP has been a part of many of those changes. The challenge is to
continue to be effective .in helping meet the generic bibliographic problems of
academic and research libraries. In preparation for meeting that challenge, a
meeting of 35 individuals, none of whom, except for certain members of the
BSDP Program Committee, have ever received a BSDP grant or contract, have been
invited to a meeting in Kansas City in mid-December to help identify the
future course of the BSDP. It will be a matter of choosing from among a large
number of things to be done, those that need immediate attention and are most
susceptible to solution with limited resources in the next two years.

The foundations, in addition to the National Endowment for the
Humanities, providing support for the Council's Bibliographic Service Develop-
ment Program are:

Carnegie Corporation. of New York
Commonwealth Fund

Ford Foundation

William and Flora Hewlett Foundation
Li1ly Endowment, Inc.

Andrew W. Mellon Foundation

Alfred P. Sloan Foundation

NGO WA =
= s s &« = e «

BDecember 1983
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APPENDIX B
BIBLIOGRAPHY OF BSDP PUBLICATIONS, 1978 - 1983

GENERAL PUBLICATIONS

"CLR Seeks Coordination of National Bibliographic Efforts." Library Journal
104 (April 1, 1979): 771-73.

Council on Library Resources, Inc. Bibliographic Service Development Program.
Bibliographic Service Development Program Report, 1978-1980. 1981.

Bibliographic Targets for 1984. 1981.

Haas, Warren J., Nancy E. Gwinn, and C. Lee Jones. “Managing the Information
Revolution: CLR's Bibliographic Service Development Program."
Library Journal 104 (September 15, 1979): 1867-70.

Jones, C. Lee. "Planning for Governance a* the National Leve1;" Bulletin of
the American Society for Information Science 6 (June 1980): 1o0-11.

. 'The Politics of Corsensus.” Journal of Academic Librarianship 7
(July 1981): 156-60. .

. "Status of Biblicgraphic Record System Elements." Information
Technology and Libraries 1 (June 1982): 111-24.

Jones, C. Lee, and Nancy E.'Gwinn. “Bibliographic Service Development: A New
' CLR Program." Journal of Library Autcmation 12 (June 1979): 116-24.

Jones, C. Lee, and Deanna B. Marcum. "'ntegrated Systems: From Library to
Campus and Beyond." Bulletin of the Medical Liurary Association 71
(July 1983): 338-42. . '

PUBLICATIONS R\.SULTING FROM MEETINGS

Jones, C. Lee. "Summary Recomiiendations from the Subject Access Mee*ing."
Information Technology and Libraries 2 (Macch 1983): 116-19.

McCarn, Davis B., comp. and ed. Online Catalogs: Reyuirements,
Characteristics and Costs. Report of a conference sponsored by the
Council on Library Resources at Aspen Institute, Wye Plantation,
Queenstown, Maryland, December 14-16, 1982. Washington, D.C.:
Bibliographic Service Development Program, Council on Library
Resources, March 1983.

McCiintock, Marsha Hamilton, comp. and ed. ‘Training Users of Online Public
Access Catalogs. Report of a meeting sponsored by Trinity University
and the Council on Library Resources, San Antonio, Texas, January 12-
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14, 1983. Washington, D.C.: Bibliographic Service Development
Program, Counci] on Library Resources, 1983.

Russell,. Keith W., comp. and ed. Subject Access. Report of a meeting
sponsored by the Council on Library Resources in Dublin, Ohio, June 7-
9, 1982. Washington, D.C.: Bibliographic Service Development Program,
Counci] on Library Resources, December 1982.

PUBLICATIONS RESULTING FROM CLR-OPERATED PROJECTS

Council on Library Resources, Inc. Bibliographic Service Development Program.
."An Integrated Consistent Authority File Service -for Nationwide Use."
Library of Congress Information Bu]let1n 39, no. 28 (July 11, 1980):
248-48.

Task Force on a.Name Authority File Service. Requirements Statement for the
Name Authority File Service. Washington, D.C., 1981. ED205 180.

PUBLICATIONS RESULTING FROM GRANTS ANARDED’
(Number is the CLR grant number)

2001 Lt Ing Bitliographic Networks - Davis McCarn-
eCarn, Davis B. "Draft of a Request for Proposal for the Study of
the Linking of Bibliographic Utilities." June 1979. 56 pp
2004 IFLA ISBD Meeting - Chemicul Abstracts
Tannehil, Robert S., Jr. “Report on the IFLA Working Group on the
‘ISBD (AN) -- International Standard Bibliographic Descriptor:
Analytics." 'September 1979.
2005 Mach1ne—Readab1e Data Files Manual - Un1vers1t" of North Carolina

Dodd, Sue A. Cataloging Machine-Readable Data Files: An Interpret1ve
Manual. Chicago: American Library Assoc1at1on, ~1982. 247 pp.

2006 Study of Linking Bib]iogréphic Utilities - Batte]le

Smalley, Donald A., William G. Griffith, Ann M. Walker, and Michael B.
~ Wessells. Techn1ca1 Report on L1nk14g the Bibliographic
"Utilities: Benefits and Costs. Columbus, Ohio: Battelle-
Columbus Laborator1es‘—§eptember 15, 1980. 169 pp. plus
4 append1ces ED195 276. ‘

Jones, C. Lee. L1nk1ng B1b11qgr@gh1c Data Bases:- A Discussion of the
Battelle Technical Report. Washington, D.C.: Bibliographic
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Service Development Program, Council on Librafy Resources,
October 15, 1980. 29 pp. ED195 274.

2007 Conversion of Name Authority Files - Library of Congress

U.S. Library of Congress. "“Final Report on the Name Authority Project
-- Phase I1." June 1, 1981. 3 pp.

2008 MARC Database Statistics - University of I1linois

Williams, Martha, Linda C. Smith, and Shine-Chu Wang. MARC Database
Statistics: An Aid to BSDP Participants. Covering Volumes 1
- Ihrough 8 of the LC MARC Database BOOKS ALL. Urbana,
IMinois: Information Retrieval Research Laboratory, Coordi-
nated Science Laboratory, University of I11inois, 1982. 160
PP

2009 IS0 Meeting Travel Support - Pauline Atherton
Atherton, Pauline. _"Report of the Rome Meeting of 1S0/TC46/SC4/WG5,
March 10-12, 1980." 17 pp.
2010 Institution Idenfification Standard Paper - Howard and Pat Harris
Harris, Howard S., and Patricia R. Harris. "Requirements and Design

Considerations for a Standard Means of Library Identifica-
tion." A report to the Council on Library Resources. June

18, 1981. 57 pp.
2011 Plarning for Linked Bibliographic Systems - RLG and WLN
| A. Authorities Group Reports )
(LASP document numbers as assigned by LASP participants; missing numbers

in the series refer to ietter correspondenc~; description of the
document as provided by LASP participants.)

LASP~0  "LASP documents 1ist." Marct 2i, ..gl. List of major
documents completed or used by the Authorities Group.
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LASP-1

LASP-2

LASP-3

LASP-4

"An analysis of the use of the MARC communications format
structure for the on-line distribution of bibliographic
information." By B. B. Colton and R. A. Schwarz. McLean,
Va.: MITRE Corporation, June 1979. Analysis of the efficiency
of using the ANSI 239.2 format structure for online
distribution of bibliographic information. Reference docu-
ment. '

"National level authority record" (draft for comment). By
Phy1lis A. Bruns. Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress
Processing Services, March 1980. Contains specifications for
data elements that should be included in authority records to
be shared. Reference document.

"RLG authority subsystem: functional suwecifications." By RLG
Authorities Functional Specifications Working Group. July 7,
1979. Functional specifications for the development of RLG's
authority subsystem. Working paper. g

“LC MARC authority records." By JoFrances M. Calk.
Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress, May 14, 1980.
Clarification of data element status with respect to LC's
distribution and the NLAR, and a description of LC's internal

: fqrmats and defaults. Working paper.

LASP-5

LASP-6

LASP-7
LASP-8

LASP-10

"Clarification of certain data elements." By Sally McCallum
and JoFrances M. Calk. MWashington, D.C.: Library of Congress,
May 27, 1980. LC response to questions introduced at the May -
15-16, 1980, LASP meeting. Working paper.

"MARC authority record format review/LASP." July 9, 1980.
Contains description of the multi-system interchange
environment, requirements for multi-system interchange of
authority records and updates, and a review of the MARC
authorities format noting required and nonessential data

elements. 12 pp. ' ~

"General description of the project: authorities/LASP."
July 11, 1980. Describes the scope of the authorities
project. 25 pp.

"Organization and communication coordination plan/LASP."
July 8, 1980. Describes the organization and comaunication
methods used by LASP durjng the project. 3 pp.

"Functional specifications for series authority control .
(draft)." Research Libraries Group, Inc., August 13, 1979.

:Description of handling of series authority information in the
RLG autkority subsystem. Reference document.
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LASP-11

LASP-12

LASP-13

LASP-14

LASP-17

LASP-18

LASP-19

LASP-20

LASP-21

LASP-22

"Overview of the RLG authority subsystem." By RLG Functional
Specifications Working Group. July 19, 1979. General
description of the RLG authority subsystem. Working paper.

"MARC authority record format review: background material/
LASP." Octobar 31, 1980. Clarification and expansion of
several points in the basic document. 7 pp.

"Characteristics of current authority data files/LASP."
October 31, 1980. Characteristics of WLN, RLG and LC current
files: size and growth rate, data elements, and standards
used. An appendix, Field Usage Tables, compares usage of data
elements by WLN curren. system, RLG/NYPL current system,

RLG/NYPL prospective system, and LC current system. & pPp.’

plus appendices.

“Comments on the National Level Authority Record (NLAR)."
Submitted by the Washington Library Network and the Research
Libraries Group. March 1980. Combined comments on the NLAR
from discussions during the LASP work. 12 pp.. '

"Library of Congress fi]ing rules." Prepared by John C.
Rather and Susan C. Biebel. Washington, D.C.: Library of
Congress Processing Services, 1980. Filing rules used in the

-Library of Congress.. Reference document.

"MARC authorities editing guide, national level record
edition" (draft). By Phyllis A. Bruns. March 1980.
Incomplete draft of an editing guide for the creation of
national level authority records. Working paper.

"MARC authority record format review: on control subfield/
LASP." (December 4, 1980. Revised February 26, 1981.
Additional analysis of the control subfield of the.MARC
authorities format. Appendices included two format revision
proposals that were largely in response to LASP
recommendations and were discussed at the January/February
1981 ALA MARBI meeting. 4 pp. plus appendices. '

"Requirements for record.content: NLAR and LASP." February
27, 1981. Table of data elements, comparing requirements for
a NLAR record with requirements for a LASP record. 33 pp.

“Library of Congress automated authority control system:
overview." February 1981. General description of LC's
proposed authority control system. 18 pp. '

"Search are; “airange facilities: WLN, RLG,'and LC/LASP."
February @ - .. .. :ad descriptions of search and response
facilities -~ =+ . ;tem. 94 pp. total.
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LASP-23 “Authorities subsystem external design/RLG." February 3,
: 1981. Part A: Online authority data management. 85 pp.
Part B: Batch authority data management and output generation.
6 pp.

LASP-25 “LASP functional specifications: intersystem component."
March 31, 1981. Functional specifications for the interactive
intersystem searching, message exchange, and on-demand record
distribution facilities for the project. 37 pp.

LASP-26a “"Task 1ist and associated Gantt charts/LASP." March 13,
1981. A list of tasks and products for the Telecommunications
and Authorities groups, along with an indication of working
periods and completion dates. The Gantt charts provide a
_graphic representation of Authority group project activity.
These documents will be updated periodically.

LASP-26b "Task list and associated Gantt charts: Authorities group/
LASP." March 31, 1981, Differs from LASP-26a in that
Telecommunications group activities are not included on the
“task list. 6 pp.

LASP-27 “Organization and communication coordination plan for Phase
II/LASP." March 14, 1981. Describes the organization and
communications methods to be used by LASP in Phase II. A
revision of LASP-8. '

LASP-29 "Overview of LASP Phase I: Authorities group." March 31,
1981. Describes the activities and products from Phase 1. 4
PpP.

LASP-30 "WLN authority control system redesign: overview/LASP."
March 31, 1981. Specifications for the redesign of the WLN
authority system to accommodate MARC authority records and
other enhancements. 72 pp.

- B. Telecommunications Group Reports

"Telecommunications Coordination Plan." <dJuly 1980.

"F§c111ties Report." August 1980.

"Protocol Evaluation, Survey of Network Offerings, Traffic Estimates
and Assessment of Investment in Linkage." March 1981.

- 94 -

33



2012 Art and Architecture Thesaurus Planning - Rensselaer Polytechnic
Institute

Crouch, Jora, Pat Molholt, and Toni Petersen. "Indexing in Art and
Architecture: An Investigation and Analysis." Report to the
Council on Library Resources. June 1981. 44 pp.

2014 LAWNET Planning Meeting - American Association of Law Libraries

American Association of Law Libraries. Special Committee on
Networking. "LAWNET Think Tank Day." June 20, 1980. 62 Pp.
(A manual for participants.)
"Report of the LAWNET Think Tonk Day." Report to the
Council on Library Resources. June 1980. 16 Pp.

2015 Online Patron Access Planning - OCLC and RLG
GCLC, Inc., and the Research Libraries Group, Inc. Online Public
Access to Library Bibliographic Data Bases: Developments,
Issues and Priorities. Final report to the Council on Library
Resources.” Washington, D.C.: Bibliographic Service Develop-
ment Program, Council-on Library Resources, 1980. 62 pp.
ED195 275. '

2016 Position Paper on Holdings Statements - Richard Anable
Anable, Richard. "An Investigation of the Holdings Statement :
Requirements Within a Location System." Prepared for the

Council on Library Resources, Inc. October 28, 1980.

2017 Augment .BIBLINK Model and Prepare Users Guide - Battelle

Battelle-Columbus Laboratories, Inc. User Guide for BIBLINK: A Model
for Assessing Linking's Economic Impact on the Bibliographic
Utilities. Washington, D.C.: Bibliographic Service Develop-
ment Program, Council on Library Resources, December -15, 1980.
93 pp. ' '

2018A Paper on Role of Regional Networks - James E. Rush
20188 Paper on Role of Regional Networks ~ Norman B. Stevens

Stevens, Norman, and James E. Rush. Issues Relative to the Role of -
State and Multi-State Networks in the Evolving Nationwide
Bibliographic Network. -Powell, Ohio: James E. Rush Associ-
ates, April 27, 1981, 59 pp.

- 95 -

34



2019A Develop Standard Data Elements ~ University of.California

Larson, Ray R. Evaluating Public Access On-Line Catalogs. Phase I:
Development and Testing of Data Collection and Analysis Tools.
Final report to the Council on Library Resources. DBerkeTey:
University of California Systemwide Administration, Division
of Library Automation, July 1981.

20198 Develop Standard Data Elements - Research Libraries Group

Ferguson, Douglas. "Final Report to the Council on Library Resources
on a Grant to Coordinate the Design of a Study of Public
Online Catalogs." 1981. 2 pp.

Council on Library Resources Computer Catalog Study Questionnaire (for
nonusers). 1981. 4 pp.

Counci] on Librafy Resources Computer Catalogq Study User
Questionnaire. 1981. 8 pp.

2019C Develop Standard Data Elements OLPAE - OCLC

Hildreth, Charles R. Online Public Access Catalogs: The User
Interface. Dublin, Ohio: OCLC Office of Research, April 1982.
280 pp. . -

Kaske, Neal K., and Charles R. Hildreth. Online Public Access
Systems: Data Collection Instruments for Patron and System
Evaluation. Final report to the Council on Library Resources.
Dublin, Ohio: OCLC Office of Research, April 1982. 29 pp.

Markey, Karen. "Pilot Test of the Online Public Access Catalog
.Project's User and Nonuser Questionnaires." Final Report.
. 1982. ED221 165. -

»2023 Subject Access Paper - Carol Mandel and Judith Herschman
| Mandel, Carol A., and Judith Herschman. "Online Subject Access--

Enhancing the Library Catalog." Journal of Academic
Librarianship 9 (July 1983): 148-55.

"Subject Access .in the Online Catalog." Prepared for the
Council on Library Resources, Inc. _Washington, D. C.:
Bibliographic Service Development Program, Council on Library
Resources, August 1981. ' :

_*96..

o 33




2024 BIBLINK Training and Access - Battelle

Kovacs, Gabor J. "Final Report on the Experimental Use of BIBLINK by
Selected Library Schools." October 9, 1981. 2 pp. (Letter.)

Marcum, Deanna. "Evaluation of BIBLINK Model by Library School
Participants." HMNovember 16, 1981. 9 pp. (Internal CLR

memo. )
.2025A Evaluating Online Put’ :ss Catalogs - RLG
Research Libraries | +. "Data Collection Manual and Sampling Plan."

Stanford, Calii.: Research Likraries Group, March 1982. 66 pp.
ED229 015,

Publ®. L: line Catalogs and Research Libraries. Final
Report to the Council on Library Resources. Stanford, Calif.:
Researcn !ibraries Group, September 1982. 75 pp. plus
appendices. ED229 014, -

20258 Evaluating Online Public Access Catalogs - Stanford University

Stanford University Libraries. "Final Report on CLR Grant. 2025B:
Evaluating Online Public Access Systems." 1983. 4 Pp.

2025C Evaluating Online.Public Access Catalogs - Northwéstern University

Northwestern University Library. "“Final Report on Northwestern
University Library's Involvement in the Online Public Access
Systems Evaluation Project." 1982. 3 pp. ‘

2025 General Publications

Ferguson, Douglas, Neal K. Kaske, Gary S. Lawrence, Joseph R,
Matthews, and Robert Zich. "The CLR Public Online Catalog
Study: An Overview." Information Technology and Libraries 1,
no. 2 (June 1982): 84-97, : ‘

Matthews, Joseph R., Gary S. Lawrence, and Douglas K. Ferguson, eds.
Using Online Catalogs: A Nationwide Survey. A report of a
study sponsored by the Council on Library Resources. New
York: Neal-Schuman Publishers, 1983.

- 97 -

36



2026 Eva]uat1ng 0n11ne Pub]ic Access Cata]ogs - Lib ary'of‘Congress I

. Andérson, Rosemary, V1ctor1a A Reich Pame]a Roper Wagner, and Robert
Zich. Library of Congress 0n11ne Public. Catalog Users Survey:
< A Report to the Council on Library Resources. Washington,

LT ND.C.: L1brary of Congress s Office of Planning and Deve]opment
PR . October 29 1982 - 17 pages plus append1ces
. o v

027 Eva]uat1ng 0n11ne Pub11c Access Cataﬂogs-?>J Matthews & Assoc1ates

bt

: J Matthews & Assoc1ates Inc. A Studx of Six Onlire- Pub11c Accéss .

o Catalogs: ‘A Rev1ew of Findings. Final report to-the Council’
L - ~ on Library Resources. Grass: ealley, Calif.: J. Matthews and .
PO Assoc1ates, Igb' November 1982 127 pages. . -
N - - . 3 - . : :

e et A i b i e A 3 it

— 2028~ Eva1uat1ng 0n11ne Pub11c Access Cata]ogs - Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a DLA -

~ Larson, Ray R and Vicki Graham “Mon1tor1ng and Eva uating MEEVYL."
C Information Techno]ogxfand L1brar1es‘2 “no. 1 ( arch 19835
93~ 104 A : - i ! .

1

Un1vers1ty of Ca11forn1a Users Look at MELVYL Re%u]ts of a urvex of ;

. : .. Users of the Un1vers1t1 of California Prototype Online Union Y

VYoo T ata1og Final report to the Council on Library Resources. /
Y _ Berkeley: University of California Systemwide Administration, ¢ /
.  Djvision of Library Automation and Library Studies and -

> Research D1v1s1on, March 31 1983 101 pp p]us append1ces 7/~

2030 Ser1a1s Cance]]at1on ProJect P1ttsburgh Reg1ona1 L1brary Center a f/;,

Carter Ruth C., and Scott BruntJen Ser1a1s Cance]]at1on Prolect ,!A
.- “Final Report P1ttsburgh P1ttsbur9h Reg1ona1 L1brary Cemyer,
1983. .

i ,-,' B . !

C“M2031.0LPAC Project: Machine Analysis of Data - Un1vers1ty of Ca11fornf\‘ DLA

' Lars0n, Ray R Users Lqok -at Online Cata]og‘f Resu]ts of a Nat1ona1
Survey of Users and | Non-Users of Online Public Access . .
- Tatalogs. Part 2:- Interacting. g With’Online Catalogs.. Final
_ yeport to the Council on Library Resources. Berkeley:
" University of California Systemwide Administratiop, Division
of Library Automation and Library, Research and Apalysis Group,
" April 29, 1983. ,54. pp plus append1ces n

: . T e .
L o _ ; N /
« . ! . - . 4

A .- )

=



1

\¢ - Lawrence, Gary S., Ray R. Larson, and Vicki Grhham.ﬁ‘On—]ine Catalog
' ' Evaluation Project Data Analysis .Plan. Version 2.2. '
Berkeley: University of Cali%ornia Systemwide Administration,

2 - Division of Library Automation and Resedrch and Analysis
-+ Branch, Library Studies and Research Division, August 5, 1982.
i, 26 ppilplus;appqndices.‘ s 'QL
oF Users

Users Look at Onliné Catalogs; Results of a National Survey ~.
. and Non-Users of OniiﬁgﬁPubiiC'Access Catalogs.  Final Report 5
"~~~ to the Council on Library Resources. . Berkeley: ‘University of y
' &« California Systemwide ‘Administration, Division of Library
e . - - Automation andiLibrary. Research #nd Analysis Group, November .
, - .~ 16, 1982. 153 pp. plus appendices; : ‘ ‘ .

2033 App]icatioh:Level Prptbco1.- Noﬁthwéﬁtern-UniVérsity

"~ Aagaard, James.S., Kenton E.. Andersen, ang’wayne-E.’DaVHSOn. R
- "Application Level Protocol Development fbr Library and’ L
- Information Science Applications: Features Description."
"+ January 14, 1982. . ~

Agpfication LeVel Protoco]‘Deve]opméht for Library ang o
~ Information Science AppTlications. Volume 1: Service Defini-
~tion. August 17,1982, 42 pp.’ ; -7 IR

: ApplicationfLeVel Protoco] Development for Library ggg ,
- Information Science Applications. Volume 2: Protocol Speci- = -
*  fication. ‘August 23, 1982. 59 pp. B o

T

Presentation Leve]‘Pfototoi DeveTopment'fdf Library and L
Information Science Applications. Votume 1: Service Defini-
tion. October 29,1982, 22 pp.. ' o '

. . : : 7 o e
. Presentation Level Protocol Development for Library and
-~ Information Science Applications. Volume 2:  Protocéd Speci-
- fication. October 29, 1982. 43 -pp. R

L]

12034 CONSER A & I"toverage Project - ARL and NFALS

Association of ReSearch_Libkériés and National Federati#on of f\SK;
' - - Abstracting and Indexirig Services. "CONSER ARI Coverage I
~ Projéct." A proposal.- January 4, 1982. 9"_ . , L,

A . : : b o . SRR

' o ' R R T
2035 ISO Meeting,’ Paris - Library of Congress ~ ,+ .. . ~

, . - TN e
McCallum, Sally H. ""Report on ;he’Meé&ingfof ISO/TC46/5C4/MG1, .
.. Character Sets; in.Paris;.Octobe;/Zl-zz, 1981." January 12,

2

. | " - /. , ‘_\ "._
- .~ 99 - | // ' ) :

S SV
$2 -



. ot e .n" . ' -
‘ . . : D )

2036 0n11ne Pub11c Access Cata]og P11ot Da a Co11ection - OCLC rf}‘ o
A ' Markey, Karen "Pilot Test .of the 0n]1ne Pub11c Access Catalog
' 'Project's User and Nonuser Questiohna1re " Aprkl 1982
EDZ21 165. f S /ﬂw; L ,
: L Fob ) ' R
. ~ -Online Comzuter L{brary'Center Inc. "Online Public Access Systems O
v = . -'Data Collection and Ana1ys1s n Apr11 1982 v o
]'. ‘. L i B S -
"Online Public Acpess Systems Data‘Co11ect1on Instruments '
- for Patron and Systems!Eva1uat1on " Apr11 1982,
2037 Eva]uat1on 0n11ne Pub11c Access Cata]ogs ; OCLC ';z; e
Kaske, Neal K., ‘and Ra;;;tﬁarkey. _“0n11ne Pub11c Access Cata]ogs , -
Patron and Staff Experiences.": Paper presented at the ALA* - ol
Preconference on Online; Cata1ogs, Online Reference: . Y

. | o Converg1ng Trends, Los Ange]es, June 23- 24 1983

Kaske, Nea] K., and Nancy P. Sanders A Comprehens1ve Study of; *Online
Pub11c Access Catalogs: An Overview and Application of 3

Findings. Final Report to the Council on Librany Resources. : -
Vol. 53 Dublin, Ohjo:":0CLC, March 31, 1983. 90 pp. Research
Rep t No. 0CLC4OPR/RR 83/4

o From the Pefspective of Library Patrons ‘and Staff." - In’
. -~ Productivitly in the. Information Age, edited gy Raymond F

> ~ Vondran, eﬁ‘a1., 161-66, Proceedings of the 46th ASIS Annual
Neetmg, voN 20. - White Plains, YL Know1edge Industry ) )

- Publications, Inc ) 1983 - _ VAN

N—Markey, Karen "Fzzorab1e Exper1ences W1th'0n11ne Cata1og Features ;'_'

. "Focus Group Intervaews at the L1brary«of Congress - %,
. Dublin, Ohio: OCLC August 18, 1982. v

o ‘.‘ ‘ “Focus Group Interv1ew§ at the Syracus Un1vers1ty :
— L1brar1esn" Dublin, 0h1o OCLC October 15, 1982. ~
- “Online Cata1og Use Resu]ts of Surveys and Focus Group

' Interv1ews in Several Libraries. Final report to the Council

. on Library Resources. Vol. 2. Dublin, Ohie: OCLC, -March 31,
-+ - 1983. 264 pp. Research Report no. OCLC/OPR/RR 83-3.

"0n11ne Cata1ogs “Users' ProbTems)and Needs."; In i :
Practical Perspectives on Using Online Catalogs. Proceed1ngs
of the Library Administration and Managément Association,
Circulation Services' Section Progdfm, American Library
Assoc1at1on Annual Conference, Los Angeles, June 26, 1983.
New York: Neal- SchuMan Pub11shers (forthcom1ng) o

4




Markey, Karen, and Neal K Kaske "Findings from the Online Public .
Access Catalog Project: Predefined Search Tactics for the '
-OBAC Interface " Paper presented at Online '82 Atlanta, BGa.,
NovembEr 1982

Toiie, John E. Current Utilization of. OnlinevﬁataioQA Transaction -
- Log Analysis.. Finai report to the Council on Library . Y
esources. Vol . Dublin, Ohio: .0CLC, March 31, 1983 113 .
pp. -Research quort no. OCLC/OPR/RR-83 2. . . e

Toile, John E. “Understanding Patrons’ Use of Online Cataiogs
, Transaction Log Ahalysis of the Search Method." " In = - :
.,~ProductiVity in the Information._g_, edited by Raymond F T W
Vondran, et. al., 167-71. Proceedings of fthe 46th ASIS Annual
. Meeting, voTl. 2 0. - White Plains, N. Y.: Kndwledge Industry
g e e e Pubiications;“IUC“;f198a y

<« , L o &;/"**_

. 2038 LSP Standard Network Interconnection (Teiecommunica ion Protocoi and

e e e e et e

T System Preparation work) - Research Libraries Group and washington
Library Network . -
A._ General Publications : ..

‘DaViSOn, wayne E. iThe NLN/RLG/LC Linked Systems ProJect " Information
, Technoiogy and Libraries 2 (March 1983): 34- 46 SRR ‘f‘

! =~f B. Authorities Group. Reports .

LASP 25a "LASP Joint functionai specifiq%;Tons Intersystem compo-»~ :
'.z_u “nent." ‘August 31, 1981. . Revise®Functiopal specifications -
s 3 - for the interactive intersystem searching, message exchange,
» ~and file creation and maintenance. Specifications reflect T
requ1rements for Name Authority‘Fiie SerVice e ) '

: ; LASP 26¢ “Task 1ist: Authorities group/LASP " August 31 1982,- A’ |
- final 1isting of the project: tasks and products for the '
authorities group 4 pp. - - S

\ p S
LASP-33 . "Comparison of components and'hierarchical reiationships of ':'//
R " authority headings in WLN, RLIN and LC/LASP." August 31, o
v ' . -1981, - Summarizes the types of headings for which separate ot
: ' authority records dre made. . o
_ LASP 34 “Uniqueness of headiﬁh S: Comparison of" WLN/RLIN/L£ normaii- :
L s.zation rules/LASP." . August 31, 1981. Compares theNpractice R
e : ~of the three agencies and points out areas where- ad\]ustme%(:gsé,éN ;r
»qﬁed to be made. § pP. . :

/

'LASP-36, “LSP functional specifications WLN systedycomponent."r;- f

o8 - g

)- \ I o 101_ ". o -_ .‘ . . ”.‘.“.




“y
! '

Gy '> - . ' . . . i L
i , . , . i ) ; ’ v{‘ ) 1

i .
c‘ ’

' November 1981. General reqiremients for the WLNwse and = -
. .sppport, of* the interactive intersystem 'searching, file S
; ‘gvmggntenance,iand messagé exchange facilities. o A Coe

S LASP-3? f“LSP fﬁhc%ﬁdnal ébecifiéaiionsiﬂ LC system component, "

o @ November 1981~ .General requirements for: the LC uﬁe and .
-.§ . .support for the In&pragtivé.1ntersystem:Seanch1ng, file R
A " maintenance, aﬁ?;meswaggffxchange.fac1]1t1es;'“_fi ; . ‘o
; LASP-38 "LSP functional specifications: RLG’systém_cOmpbhent,“ .
. November, 1981.: General requirements for the RLG use and .
~ support of ‘the interactive intersystem searching,| file- ,
‘ - .. mainterance, and message exchange facilities.. ™ - -~ . .,
‘ o _‘ ‘ . ) . Iz T '~ o e e
i . LASP-39' "LSP external design:" Intersyste component.” [February 26, ~ .
w~‘;ﬂm%“;;-_ﬁﬁw;;*,19821 External design,for'1ntersy2£fm,searching, file .~ ., ..
SRR o fﬁaﬁﬁtéﬁﬁhté:“ﬁnd‘maﬁT“exchangerw*Re_Esctswrequiﬁe ents-for— o
b — 4% Name Authority File Service. 122 ppe’ o 1 o

R Do S R g
" LASP-39a "LSP external design: Intersystem component." Reyised ,
b v o August 31, 1982. jExterna1adeSigﬁ for intersystem ‘searching,
} kecggﬂgcontribqtion, record distribution. Reflects requirew-
ments—for Name-Authority File Service, the .relocation- of the ,
E?AFS master file to LC, and the deletion of the mail system. -: "~ .
<118 pp. - T ‘ R o

LASP-45: - “RLIN ‘Authority File conf{@uratipn to ‘support the Name . .-
. Authority File-(NAF)/RLG." AprfiT 2, 1982. Addendum.to the . "
~“LSP Proposal for an Authorities Implementation.and .- o
"~ Bibliographic Analysds to explain.how the NAF would be. -
" incorporated into the existing RLIN file-structure.. . =+’

a .
e

K

LASR-47- "LSP. external design: ' WLN ‘system component." September
. , .1982. -External design for WLN system components required for
Y © . WLN use andsupport of the interactive intersystem searching, -
. - recOrg Co?;ﬁﬁbution, and.record distribution facilities.
o ) v o ,}; 5 . ‘ ' "'J S ', .. .
LASP-48 "RLIN authorities -subsystem functional. specification and. .
~ external design/RLG." September 1982. External design for
< RLG system components required for RLG use and support of the
- ) . interactive intersystem searching, record.contribution,‘agd
%{ ' 9.’vreCOrd djsﬁﬁibution facilities. 122 pp. . . - T

orities reléase 5.0: Requirements." August 1982.-

inﬁErnalﬁﬂbbign for LC system components required for.LC use -
and support of the interactive intersystem searching, record -

.”,_contribgthn, and record- distribution facilities. 30 ppi

¥

!‘\"',’. A . . . ., . 5 o -

“LASP-49 LG duthbr

i

Y
e

' <




TR LASP-50 "Overview of LASP Phase" II.. Authorittes group,/" August 31,
S 1981, Describes the activities and produdts from Phase 11, 4
pp. ‘“‘ Y P ‘ ) '
| : .

I L e Te]econmunications Group Reports

. '"Altérnative Link So]utions. DesCription, Eva]uat1on and Selection."
J e December 1981 -28 pp + o {( PERE

' ~

R “Loca] Test1ng ‘and. Integratjon of: the L1brary of Congress Network .
P Doy Entity for the L1nked Systems Project.". Augbst 1, 1983 4 pp.

SNI 1 36 “Deve]opment CoOrdination Plan." February 1982 18 pp.
SNI 2 75. "Network Topo]ogy Ddfument " March 1982 14 op.-
',gﬁft SNI 3:263 "Network Layer Spec1?1cat1on " September 1982‘ 139 pp

R SNI 4 257\‘ "Connectton?0r1ented Transport Layer 5P901f1cat‘°"‘" '
o i ; September 1982, .82 Pp.- o

I
oW
. .
-“"

-

SNI 6 267 _“Connect1on-0r1ented Session Layer Spec1f1cat1oﬁf
4-" "i November 1982, & | .

~?f' SNI.?R. "RLG NetworkyEnt1ty Des1gn Spec1f1cat1on " May‘1983 104 pp
,_fSNISQR;' "RLG Transport Ent1ty Des1gn Spec1f1cat1on " Aug 1983/,

e 7. 140 pe. . - .‘
rﬁ.SNi;iZR'_ YRLG Sess1on Ent1ty Des1gn Spec1f1cat1on “_ September 1983: *
L '1 103 PP e e : ,
| o:SNI 22" "Networh Operft1on and Management Requ1rements W Januasy
o i&983 o Ny ‘ - ,
2039 M1crocomputer B1b11ography ProJect - Un1vers1ty of N1ch1gan ' e

Rosenberg, V1ctor.""The Personal B1b11ograph1c System A System for . -
: Creating a f Maintaining Bibliographies." Informat1on TecH1
no]ogy and 1brar1es Q_ (June 1983): 184-87." e oz

‘ 2040 Improve LCSH Entry Vocabu]ary - Pau11ne A Cochrane /

g ;.f»EochFEne, Pauline A. "LCSH Entry Vocabu]ary ProJects" Final repbrt
o to the Council on. Library Resources:anti to the L1brary of '
Congress Nash1ngton, D. C March 198} s

(.
G‘r‘.




i B ' ' ' ' ! :
B .: l‘» ! ! -‘ . - v. . ;‘ ’ ', ¢

2042 Inventory of Mnch1ne~readﬁble Texts 1n the Human1t1es - Rutgers Un1vars1ty -

m—v——-—n

*'ij Gaunt Mar1an?e I Inventory,of Mach1newR§adab1q_Texts in the L
% v . Humanities, ~Fina} report. . New Brunswick,iN.J.: Rptgers‘\
s - Univensiﬁy L1brar1es. August 18 1983 .

- 2044A Author1t1es Imp]ementat1on - Researq  Libraries Group Y
20848 Authorities Implémentation - Washington Library Network .= - \

?ﬁlﬂﬁ Authorities Imiifentat fon - L1braﬁx oﬂ Congress -i o

: LSP/AI 1 "Or "tat1on and Commun1cat1on Coord1nat1on Plan." . E \
o ' Decembg{wﬂw. 1982. 3 pp. - R o »\\

LSP/AI?ZI'"LSP/e;/M 1estones?and Schedu]e‘" DeceHber 6, 1982 3 pp.‘

, LSP/AI -3 "App]icat1on Sery1 Def1n1t1on and Protoco1 Spec1f1Cat1on
e - _ Recond Transfer.“*' pril 1983. 19 pp. .

R .
%ﬁﬁ AI 4 “App]t itfon Servide Def1n1t1on and Protoco] Specificati
Infoi;ation Retrieva] " Apr11 '1983. 30 pp- L y _
" 00 9 » ) : P
" "Common App]icat'f Service Def1n1tion and Pr to/ e .
‘ Spec1f1cation.“‘f ril 1983. 85 PP //7)? TR
S S o e db-‘ L
. . LSP/AI-6 Wpresentation La ay ;»Seﬁﬁéce Def1n1t1on and Protoco] P
M specification. Y iy 1983 91 - AR
LSP/AI-7 "LSP)AI Aéégrca;Jon Data Structures.“ Apr11 25 1983 19 pp
., : [ M . Yéj

L1brary of Congress. ‘agﬁ}Document for the Intersite Activity_ of the

R ~LSP/AI.. ger, Adkins, UAO/PAS kknked Systems ProJect ASO
- 'er TN #454 Juﬁy 1983 43 pp. T .

ad

2046 SN{ - Sess1on and Transpo_'

L3

'ayer Design -ﬂijrary o%'Congress

';, \, B ;
“t Ent1ty Des1gn " November 1982 122 pp

.: -

’ 42."L1brary of Congress Sessa n: Ent1ty Des1gn._' APF11 1983

)

é 43,' | d.( A y » .
’ o~ R . N o et - PRSI

-;!‘7 MARC Format for Ho]dTngs Meet@ng -‘Un1vers1ty of Flor1da.
A
pdcy N
t

ondthe A1r11e,House Conference of
A on*fhé proposed MARC Format for Ho1d1ngs »

)
£

’,: Harrer, G A‘. "F1gav
) ’WW*"““"’November‘i;* 75




'—r—;-w.:w_~

' i ) .
T A
t

'ggﬂg-Féatufesvand Costs:of.0n11né~Cétajogs¥~'uniyaws1ty'of Cn!iforniq

tosts and Features af Online Catalogs: 'The State of the Art, A
~raport prepared Tor the Cauncil on LTbrary Resaurces by the
University ovaaljfornWa*D1v1sio§)onL+h(ary Automation and
‘the Library Research and Analysi

1983, (To be published 1n InformationATechdology and -
t1brar1és,‘Deéembérv19§3.Q o =

2030€0n110eMCata1og;Stuay Data A4;1ysis - Uh1veYs1tyjof Gééﬁ§1a- .
) v . q . -\ L.

B i) \ . o 4 \ . P B
- Bishop, David F. "The CLR OPAC Study: Analysis of ARL User

. . o Vv 21 B v
. o les) 3ls-2t Ve

- ¢ : I M .

’2051.Comp}ete»LC gsibn Act;yﬁty'for~SNI - Libradry of Cbngreés

Y :
A

o J‘_ _ "LibraryvofGCbngres ’NetWBrk.Ehtity Design, ™ ‘Sgnuary 1983. " 81 pp.
v ' n‘. b L | | )
- 2052A Bibliographic’Amalysis- - Linked Systems Project - RLG 4

€2052B Bibliographic Analysis - Linked Systems Project - WLN = ,
2052C Bibliographic Analysis - Linked Systems Project - LC N

- 2053 Linked‘Sysﬁgms Project - Intersite Test Plans - SNI - Library of Congress

IR S g . o T
. LSP/BA-2 S0rganization_ and Communication Coordination Plan." May 2,. -

v 1993;.§ pp. - S

" LSP/BA-3 “gGenetal Destription of the LSP\Bibliographic Comporfent. "
.o E.Septembqn;1983.. 32 pp. e s

v @

-

; SNI.25;f¢"Linkedeystems Project. ’0pen7Systems.IhtéFCOdneCfion.
- ‘Network Layer Test Plan." April 1983. 29 pp.

iSNI.26;; "Linkéd Syétems'Pfdject.~ Open Syétems‘Intercohnecfion;;; .
C Transport Layer.Test Plan." . June 1983. 29 pp.” - e

'SNI.27.  "Linked Systems Project.: Open Systems Interconnection. . .
~ . Session Layer Test Plan." August 1983. 36 pp.. ., - ° .
. N - ‘r‘ . s - . . s . .

>

. L] K . .t ) . -
. 1t
i : ' b : : ‘
L . S : ! A
. R 1 N uy N ' ’
. o ’ B . ' ‘ .

Responses."-fInformatfgn Techﬂo]dg%ﬁand Libraries 2_(SEptEm6erj

i ar ' A Group with the-assistance of* -
h Joseph' R, Mattheys and.Charles'E, Mi1ler. . Begkaley, July:7, {
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2064 Romanizatton of SouLheuqt Astan Languages - Cornell UHPVQrs1ty AP
L an. tiok Po. ‘in baa/rh of Incernntionnl CooRaraLIun 1n‘Procuas1ng
' .. Soubheast Asj(n Non-Roman Languages: Report oh a Mission to -
S - (CONSAL=VI," Committge on Research Materials on‘Southeast
’ ' Asia, Assoclation for-Asian Studles, 1983, & pp\ i

. . "Towards a Standardiiat1gn of P NVoceqq1ng bouthnnat Asian
. Non-Roman Languages." Paper .presented- at -the Sixth\Congress ¢
S o of Southeaqt slan lerarians, Slngapore, May 30~ Juﬁn 3, 1983, "
K ) . ’, -~ , \“
2055 Evaluation of Tra1n1ng S rateg1es via Transaction Log Analy%1e - \
o Northwestern U 1ver51ty\

’ 0- L]

‘Baker, Betsy, and Brian Nielsen."“"Educating the Online Cata]og Usbr o
. Experiences and Plans at Northwestern University Library.":_. -
September 30, 1983. (To be Qublished in Research Strateg1e§
November 1983 ) 0

4 ! ¢ /
' 2060 Standard for Coding E]ectronic Manuscripts - Associat1on of American’

o Pub]ishers . ‘ \\ .
' Aspen Systems. Corporation. "Qua]itat1ve Survey! of Electronic® \ -
L : Manuscript Exchange." Task 1, Phase I Report, Electronic : \\ -
L » - _Publishing Project, AAP. WOrking_paper November 2, 1983 : \U
: , 7 13¥pp. plus appeéﬁices; » _ § LN
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. 6:45 - 8:00 pum,

'ang"h
8:15

- 9:15”p.m. 'Bibliograph1c Services
. . P . - ' i "
KLHuRsnAY'oEcEMBER15;1983;
“ LINDA HALL LIBRARY , -
C 5109 Cherry Street ‘
- 9:30 s THE ACADEMIC COMMUNITY

.9:00

@

i"

9:30 - 9:45 aim.

) WEDNESDAY,

- 6100 - 6:45 p.m,

?15 p.m. -

" Syracuse Unjver51ty_u

Al"PENDlX G
* AGENDA

BIBIIOGRAPHIC bFRVICFS AND USER NEEDS

A\Ponferance Sponsorad
: by tha\ ‘

[

Council on L1brary Reﬁources' I

Biblographic Service Development Program\‘

Convened at Linda Hall Librnry
5109 Cherry Straot .
64110 |

Kansas City, M1ssou 1
December 14- 16 1983 f“s\\\ul

nechdén 14,
ALAMEDA PLAZA- HOTEL

. (across the street from the- Raphael)

Board Room #2» | \f )

Cocktails _
Board Room #3 .
Supper S o

.

welcome and Introductions '

AND BIBLIOGRAPHIC SERVICES
Thomas Martin

)
) .. B

Discussion

S 107 -

106

1:9°8 3

)

A F1ve Year Review
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D1 - 1006 A s BIALIOKATING ACOESS: N ‘
ST pROBLEMS AND PROSPECTS - S
Nouglas Farguson : :
, Stanford University ! o R
10165 10:30 a’ Discussion ' S
. \ ' . gy ‘ ’ - + S ) A :
“10:30 = 10; 4% A, BOFFEL A | oy
1045 = 115 A, INTEGRATED ACADEMIC [NrORMAfInN

SYSTEMS: THE BIIIIQGRAPNIL INTLRFAL
I ‘ Nina Matheson
' ~Natinnal“L1hvnvy of Madlv ﬁa

LLs15 = LLi30 aum, Dlxcu»atun N - | \
1430 - 12:00 nogn  ECONOMIC [SSUES OF ACCESS
' TO BIBLIOGRAPHIC INFORMAIION
— + Carlton Rochell : AR T
v . New York.Un1versity ] ‘
12000 « 12:15 pame Biscussion - |
C12h30 - 130 pim. - LUNCH o
1:30 - 3:00 p.m,” + Four Discussion Groups Coe /
. . v (Each -ted by-one of the . B /
| morning speakers) 3 /
. ’ C. I o
. 3:00 - 3:30 p.m, - COFFEE < 1 _ /
3:30 - 5:00 p.m. Continue Discuséion Groups ‘ (/
5:00 - 5:45p.m Toua/) LINDA HALL LIBRARY
6:15 - 7:00 pan.  Cocktails - Linda Hall.
l Y
~ 7:00 - 8:15 p.m. ASUPPER with Linda Hall .,
‘ N Board of Trustees . ~
8:15 - 8:45 p.m. - IMAGES OF BAROQUE SCIENCE: ~ DR
: , Some Title Page Themes with Var1at1ons
i » - William Ashworth
' _L1nda Hall Library
e
a‘ ¥ .
I -. - .
‘ -'108 - - '
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FREDAY, DECENRER 1 Q; } 9 f 3

LINDA HALL LTBHARY
5109 Cherry Street

Wiscission Group Reparts

0 = 10815 am,  COFEEE '
LOtEs = 1100 aum, Rﬁcnmnaudntiuns and PPiOPIEidSV
11100 = 1400 noan Participants' Reactions
Adjournment. . S
i
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. SPEAKERS | |
MR DOUGLAS FERG USON.

- Stanford, California 94305

MS. NINA W. BAT HESON

‘New York, New York 10012 =~ =~ _ . : 11}

. . ARPENDIX D
LIST OF PARTICIPANTS .
BIBLIOGRAPHIC saavxcss AND US€R NEEDS

A Conference Sponsored
by the

Counc11 n Library Resources'
B1b11ograph Service Development Program

Convened at L1nda‘ﬂa11 L1brary

e - Kansas City, Missouri. =
- December 14- -16, 1983

t

Director, Library Systems Office,
Stanford University Libraries

415-497 - 9724

. MR, THOMAS H. MARTA N
~School of Information Studies

Syracuse University .- v
202 Huntington Hall

. Syracuse, New York. 13210

315-423 3840 .

Planning Office |
National Library of Med1c1ne .
8600 Rockville Pike ~ '

Bethesda, Maryland 20209

301-496-2311
MR, CARLTON C. ROCHELL

Dean of Libraries o .

New: York University ‘ T
Elmer Holmes Bobst Library
70 Washington Square South

212-598-2484 °
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BSDP PROGRAM COMMITIEE MEMBERS
"5, MS. HENRIETTE D. A VRAM
@ - Assistant Librarian for Processing Services

Library of Congress. -~ . - CoL

. Washington, D.C. 20540

;s 202-287-6240

s .. 6. MRS ROWLA ND C.W. BROWN !
o President A | LR
OCLC Online Computer Library Center, Inc.- -~
6565 Frantz Road o . PR
* Dyblin, Ohio 43017  ° - ‘«
- 800-848-5800 L -

, ‘ -
7. MS. JOAN GOTWALS
Deputy Director of Libraries
University of Pennsylvania Libraries
.3420 Walnut Street _
Philadelphia, Pennsylvanivay 29104
, 215-898-6001 :

8. MR, 2JAMES F. GOVAN
University Librarian _
University-of North Carq%ina ‘
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27514

919-962-1301 - .

9. MS. CAROL F. ISHIMOTO
Head, Cataloging & Processing Department
- Widener Memorial Library - .
0 R ‘Harvard University '
. Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138
: 617-495-2431 S

']

oy

. MR. RIEHARD W. MCCOY
. President .~ -
" The Research Libraries Group, Inc.
* Jordan Quadrangle
Stanford, CaJifornia 94305
‘ 415-328-0920

11. MR. RODERICK G. SWAR T
State Librarian and Director - .
Washington Library Network
Washington State Library, AJ-11 ' ‘g
0lympia, Washin?tOn 98504 /

206-753-2915 : -
4 ‘4

-
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" CLR_BOARD MEMBERS

. 4 CF
12. MR, CH %/A LES D. ch HUR c H w EL L

14,

St. Louis, Mlssourl 63130 : o

13,

* Washington, 0.C.. 20036

Dean of 'Li rary Serv1ces

. Washington University

Skinker and Lindell Boulévards
314—889 5400

DR.MARTIL N M. CUM " I'N G S
Consuitant 7/

- Council on Ll%rary Resources

1785 MassachuSetts Avenue, N.W. = ° Y

.v.-

202—483 7474

MR, FREDERICKH "WAGMAN
2979 Hickory Lane . v
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104

313 973-1214

LIBRARY SCHOOL/DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNICATION FACULTY‘. )

15.

’R. ABRAHAM BOOKSTETIN

;UanerS1ty of Chicago Graduate Library School
.1100 East 57th Street

4

Chicago, I1lingis 60637
- 312 962-8268 . - o

. MR, MICHAEL BUCKLAND
‘Dean, School of Library and Informatlon Studles

Un1ver51ty of California, Berkeley
Berkeley, California 94720
415-642-9980

. MR.-BASIL STUAR T -ST U B B S

School of Librarianship

University of British Columbia

831-1956 Main Mall

Vancouver, British Columbla V6T 1w5 CANADA
604-228-4991 /{’
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FOUNDATION OFFICERS

y

* 18, M'S. MA R CELLA G R E N D LER _
Program Officer, Research Resources Program
Division of Research Programs ~ - -° ‘
National Endowment for the Human1t1es 5
_ -, 1100° Pennsylyvania Avenue, N. N
o Washington, b 20506

d 202- 786-0204‘ ‘
Z[IBRARY ADMINISTRATORS o o ey
19, MR, LARRY X. BESANT.
3 Director - R
Linda Hall Library e

5109 Cherry Street e :
Kansas City, Missouri 64110
 816-363-4600 S

20, MR, DAVID F., BISHOP
Director of Libraries ’
University of Georgia
Athens, Georgia 30602

. 404 542-2716

21. MS. LYNN MAGR AT H e _
. Associate Director in charge of Pub11c Services .
Pikes Peak Regional Library District - ‘
Penrose Public Library
- P.0. Box 1579 .
- Colorado Springs,.Colorado 80901
303-473-2080

22, MS. NA NCY L. EATO N :
" Director of Libraries. -
. 113 Bailey-Howe Library
"~ University of Vermont ’
Burlingtaon, Vermont 05405
802-656-2020 '

23. MS. D. KAYE/GAPEN
Dean, University Library
University of A]abama, Box S
University, Alabama ' 35486

205-348-7561

/ - o
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2. WS. AT M 0 L H 0 L f .
., Assocfate Director " e
~~ Rensselaer Po]ytechn1c Inst1tute . . b
Folsom'Library - ... oy " L L _
e 110 E1ghth tregt - 7”_/ : \\a. S ST T
B _ Troy New- Yo §9é3131 SR AR : Sl
S e 518 266-8 <’, o S

- 25. M S 'SAR.AH. TH O M AS - .
. CLR Intern'. SR R
University: of Geprg1a S
_L,Athens, Georgia 30602 . : .

NETWORK AND. COMPUTING CENTER ADMINISTRATORS

26. M R.. F RANK P.. G RI S H AN
- - Executive D1rector,hSOLINET b
s .- Plaza_Level, 400 Colony Square
e . - 1201 Peachtree Street, N. E ;
~ ‘Atlanta, Georgia 30361 | e
v . 404-892-0943 Lo e . Coe

27. MR, WOKN W MCCREDI E
= President, ‘EDUCOM o
. . P.0. Box. 364 : N o §
" Princeton, New Jersey 08540' L , S
' : 609 734 1915 - ;_ 5 » : C

o 28. M R. R 0 N A L D MI L L E R S .
4 "~ Director D ' ' o >(;4 .
' Co ~.Cooperative Library’ Agency for Systems and Services S
1415 Kol11 .Circle, Suite 101 - ' T

AV
el

~ San Jose, California /95112 R
o 408-289- 1756 - R N .
DGR STAF Lo e
(. 29. MR, WARRE N J. HAA s"' o .:(' T
~+  President . . Lo

Council on L1brary Resources
- 1785. Massachusetts Avenue,. N.W.
Washington, D.C, 20036
- 202-483-7474

'30. MR. C. LEE JORES

. - Program Officer .
,{ . Council on Library,Resources .

f.115.~
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C MR, KELTH RUSSELL =

Program Associate ¥ _— . ,
Council on L1brary Resources | L

MR, PAUL. PE"TERSON
CLR Copsultant: . v %", _ _
éﬁ % Linda Hall L1brary T

5109 Cherry Street ™ - - .7~ . F .

. Kansas City, Missouri’ 64110 R . v
- 816~ 363»4600 o L
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